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ABSTRACT
THE EFFECTS OF STRATEGY INSTRUCTION FOCUS ACTIVITIES ON
STUDENTS’ READING STRATEGY USE
Semra 6DGÕN
M.A., Department of Teaching as a Foreign Language
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Theodore S. Rodgers
Co-supervisor: Dr. Susan Johnston
July 2005
This study investigated (1) the existing reading strategies used by university
students, (2) those strategies not reported used but which apparently matched
students’ academic needs, and (3) the effects of reading strategy instruction on
students’ strategy use. Two pre-intermediate level classes (one as the control group
and one as the experimental group) studying at Çukurova University, and one
teacher, who taught in both classes, participated in this study. The experimental
group studied the Strategy Instruction Focus Activities (SIFA’s) during four weeks
of treatment while the control group followed their current reading syllabus.
To detect students’ existing reading strategy use, the Reading Strategy
Questionnaire, given to both groups, stimulated recall procedures with samples from
both groups (4+4= 8), the participant teacher/researcher conferencing were used and
vthe results were triangulated before the treatment had started. During the four weeks
of instruction, the experimental group students’ SIFA cued feedback sheets were
analyzed. After the treatment, the data gathered through the same questionnaire and
post treatment interviews conducted with samples from both groups was used to
compare students’ strategy use. Three cases in the study were also analyzed to
enrich the qualitative data of the study.
 The between and within the group analyses revealed that both
groups had similar reading profiles before and after treatment, and neither group
showed significant changes in the strategy use. The analysis of the SIFA Feedback
Sheets, post treatment interviews, and three cases imply that strategy instruction can
have a positive impact on students’ strategy use.
Key words: Reading strategy, scaffolding instruction, schema theory, strategies,
strategy instruction, the Strategy Instruction Focus Activities (SIFAs), stimulated
recall procedure.
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1CHAPTER – 1 INTRODUCTION
Introduction
Reading plays an essential role in foreign language classrooms since it is
often the major source of L2 input for language learners. It involves challenging
processes such as attention coordination, memory, and perceptual and
comprehension processes (Kern, R. G.1989). Recent studies in L2 reading illustrate
the positive impact of reading comprehension strategies on students’ performance
when students are taught to use appropriate strategies to help them improve
comprehension (Cotterall, 1991; Kern, 1989; Salataci & Akyel, 2002; Pani, 2004).
Reading strategies are a set of activities or methods used by language learners to
comprehend reading texts. Good language learners appear to use these strategies in
effective ways. However, there is evidence that poor readers are not able to use
these reading strategies appropriately due to a lack of awareness of the benefits of
the strategies or lack of adequate practice in using them.
This study aims to (a) investigate the existing reading strategies used by
students in the preparatory English language program of Cukurova University, (b)
identify those strategies not used but which apparently matched students’ academic
needs, and (c) evaluate the effects of reading strategy instruction on students’
strategy use. The findings of the study may contribute to the language program of
the preparatory language program of Çukurova University in terms of revising the
reading syllabus and accompanying instruction.
2Background of the Study
Since it requires both more linguistic and cognitive processing than reading
in the native language, reading in the target language is very challenging for
language learners. To comprehend reading texts, language learners must not only
understand the words, structure, and purpose, but have access to the background
knowledge assumed. Eskey (1986) defines reading in a second language as “a
continual interaction of identification skills – that is, the recognition of words and
phrases and the grammatical signals required for the simple decoding of the text
with interpretive skills – the higher-level cognitive skills that allow for the
meaningful reconstruction of a text as unified, coherent structure of meaning” (in
Grabe & Stoller, 2002, p.75). In order to help learners deal with difficulties in
comprehending texts, language teachers should provide a wide range of ways to
improve students’ reading skills. One way is teaching students reading strategies
that focus on the comprehension process and are of proven efficacy.
Strategies are conscious actions that learners take to accomplish a language
task (Anderson, 2005). According to this definition, reading strategies can be
described as special actions or tactics that learners consciously use to accomplish
reading tasks. How readers think of a reading task, what textual clues they consider,
how they understand what they have read, and what they do when they do not
understand a text are involved in reading strategies (Block, 1986 in Farrell, 2001).
Barnett (1988) defines reading strategies as comprehension processes that involve
skimming, scanning, guessing, recognizing cognates and word families, reading for
meaning, predicting, activating general knowledge, making inferences, following
3references, and separating main ideas from supporting ideas. Research in reading
suggests that successful readers use “flexible and context sensitive reading
strategies” and they consciously “regulate their process of meaning construction”
(Paris et al., 1991; Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995; Pressley, 2000 in Bimmel, 2001).
Based on studies in cognitive psychology in learning strategies, O’Malley
and Chamot (1990) concluded that strategy training is effective in generally
improving students’ performances on reading comprehension and problem-solving
tasks. Similarly, research suggests that strategies have a positive impact on students’
performance and that students are more likely to understand reading texts when they
can use strategies effectively during reading (Barnett, 1988; Bimmel & Schooten,
2004; Green & Oxford, 1995; Kern, 1989; Pani, 2004; 6DODWDFÕ	$N\HO%\
providing students with reading strategies they can use to construct meaning from
texts, teachers can help less skilled learners to overcome difficulties in reading.
There are many suggestions about reading strategy training in the literature
and about how reading strategy training should be implemented (Farrell, 2001;
Fielding & Pearson, 1994; Janzen & Stoller, 1998; Oxford, Crookall, Cohen,
Lavine, Nykios, and Sutter, 1990; Vacca, 2002; Oxford et al. 2004; Simpson & Nist,
2000). For instance, Pearson and Dole (1987) describe explicit instruction, which is
a widely researched model, in four phases: “teacher modeling and explanation of a
strategy, guided practice during which teachers gradually give students more
responsibility for task completion, independent practice accompanied by feedback,
and application of the strategy” (in Fielding and Pearson, 1994, p.64).
Although some research has been conducted about strategy training of
Turkish EFL students in reading (Bedir, 2000; Celik, 1997; Civelek, 2002; Ekmekci
4and Okan, 1997; Gural, 2000; Guzel, 1996; Unal, 1999; Yazar, 2001, Yetgin,
2003;), these studies mostly focused on young learners or advanced level students
preparing to be English Language Teachers or on the materials used for strategy
instruction. This study will focus on a group of students studying English to
continue their education in different departments in an English-medium university.
These students’ reading strategy knowledge will be explored and the effects of
short-term strategy training on their performances in reading will be evaluated. The
study may also contribute to an understanding of the impact of strategy training on
students’ reading performance, thereby benefiting program and curriculum
designers.
Statement of the Problem
There is a relationship between a reader’s successful second language
reading comprehension and control of a wide and flexible repertoire of strategies
(Anderson, 1991 in Carrell, Carson and Zhe, 1993). Students’ awareness of strategy
alternatives may not be enough for them to be successful in reading because they
need to know why and how to use these strategies effectively. Similarly Anderson
emphasizes that “strategic reading is not only a matter of knowing what strategy to
use, but also the reader must know how to use a strategy successfully and
orchestrate its use with other strategies. It is not sufficient to know the strategies, a
reader must also be able to apply them strategically” (in Anderson, ed. Hinkel,
2005, p. 765). Although less successful readers may be able to identify their own
strategies, they usually lack knowledge of using them appropriately and how to link
them into a useful “strategy chain” (Green and Oxford, 1995).
5Carrell (1998) states that there should be two important factors in reading
strategy training: (1) knowledge of recognition, and (2) regulation of cognition, that
is readers should be aware of what strategies they use in reading and choose
appropriate and effective ones to help them successfully comprehend a text (in
Farrell, 2001).  Students need to be taught not only various reading strategies but
also how to determine if they are successful in their use of a given strategy. In other
words, reading strategy instruction should also include teaching students how to
monitor their use of a particular strategy as well as how to determine if they have
been successful in the use of this strategy (Anderson, 1991).
Since students in English-medium universities in Turkey have to read long
and complex academic texts in their fields after they complete their English
preparatory education, reading skills can play a critical role in their general
education. Reading strategy instruction may be essential for students’ success in
reading; therefore, strategy instruction is often part of the reading component of
language programs in English-medium universities in Turkey.
One of the prominent English-medium universities in Turkey is Çukurova
University. Pre-intermediate level students in the Center of Foreign Languages
preparatory program at Çukurova University are required to read lengthy academic
texts as part of their reading courses in preparing to meet their departmental needs.
Strategy instruction may help these students become aware of and practice relevant
strategies to make their reading faster and more effective.
Research Questions
This study will address the following research questions:
61. What are the reading strategies students report using in the preparatory
program of The Center of Foreign Languages at Çukurova University?
2. Do students become aware of the nature and purpose of reading strategies
when they are taught these in strategy instruction and can they state these?
3. Are students able to apply appropriately specific strategies taught?
4. How does strategy instruction affect students’ strategy use?
Significance of the Problem
A lack of effective reading strategy use may cause students to have problems
while completing reading tasks. Learners should be aware of strategies and practice
appropriate reading strategies to improve their competence in reading. Since reading
is the major input for students in English-medium universities, ‘strategic reading’
might be a good starting point for strategy instruction. This study will contribute to
existing knowledge about the effects of strategy instruction on students’
performance in reading and students’ success in reading courses.
At the local level, this study attempts to discover the reading strategy
preferences and needs for students in the preparatory program of The Center of
Foreign Languages, Çukurova University. The study will identify the common
learning strategies of students and identify strategies which the students need to use
effectively to perform better. The results of the study will also benefit program
designers as they design reading programs by clarifying the relationship between
instructed strategy use and reading performance.
Key Terminology
Reading strategy: Conscious and flexible plans that readers apply to adapt to a
variety of texts and tasks (Pearson et al.,1992, cited in Allen, 2003)
7Scaffolding instruction: The teacher provides temporary support to students as
they try out the new strategies (e.g. as in reciprocal teaching) (Paris, 1988 in
O’Malley & Chamot, 1990, p. 161)
Schema Thoery: The use of pre-existing knowledge of text structures and
content to enable prediction and anticipation of events and meanings, and of
inference of meaning from wider contexts (McDonough, 1995, p.37).
Strategies: Thoughts or actions that individuals use to accomplish a learning
goal (Chamot, 2004).
Strategy instruction: Explicit instruction to help students develop strategies for
self-regulated, independent use to cope with various kinds of comprehension tasks
(Pearson, 1982, in Vacca, 2002)
Strategy Instruction Focus Activity (SIFA): The activities designed by the
researcher for the treatment conducted with the experimental group for four weeks.
Stimulated Recall: One subset of introspective methods that represent a means
of eliciting data about thought process involved in carrying out a task or activity
(Gass and Mackey, 2000).
Conclusion
In this chapter, the background of the study, statement of the problem, research
questions, significance of the problem and key terminology that will frequently be
used have been discussed. The next chapter is the literature review which will
present the relevant literature on reading, reading strategies, good reader strategy
use, reading in L2, assessment of reading strategies, strategy instruction features and
the role of the teacher in strategy instruction. The third chapter is the methodology
chapter which explains the participants, the participants, instruments, data collection
8procedures, the four – week strategy instruction, and data analysis procedures of the
study. The fourth chapter presents the data analysis, the tests and methods that were
run and the results of the analyses. The last chapter is the conclusions chapter in
which the findings, pedagogical implications, limitations of the study and
suggestions for further research are discussed.
9CHAPTER 2: REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Introduction
Reading plays an essential role in foreign language classrooms since it is
often the major source of L2 input for language learners. Therefore, reading strategy
instruction seems to be an important technique not only in reading instruction, but
also in language learning generally.
Research in second language reading suggests that learners use a variety of
strategies to assist them with the acquisition, storage, and retrieval of information
and language forms (Rigney, 1978 in Singhal, 2001). There is evidence that good
language learners use various strategies in effective ways while poor readers are not
able to use similar reading strategies appropriately due to a lack of awareness of the
benefits of the strategies or lack of adequate practice in using them. In order to help
learners deal with difficulties in reading, language teachers aim to provide a wide
range of ways to improve students’ reading skills. One way is teaching students
strategies that focus on the reading comprehension process. According to recent
studies in reading, reading strategies can be taught and strategy instruction has a
positive impact on students’ performance when students are taught to use them
appropriately (Carrell, 1985; Carrell, Pharis, & Liberto, 1989, Pearson and Fielding
in Janzen, 1996, Cotterall, 1991; Kern, 1989; Salataci & Akyel, 2002; Pani, 2004).
In the first section of this literature review, I will focus on reading and
reading strategies in general as well as different approaches to defining reading
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strategies. I will discuss the concept of the “good reader” according to research and
“good reader” strategy use. In the second section, reading in another language will
be discussed in terms of task demands and need for strategies to accomplish reading
tasks. In the third section, the assessment of strategy use will be illustrated with
samples from the literature. In the last section, I will give an overview of types of
strategy instruction, features of strategy instruction, and the role of the teacher in
strategy instruction.
Reading
Reading is one of the most common channels of communication and an
important source of input (Cohen, 1990). The most common purpose of reading in
an L1 setting is reading for general comprehension, which requires understanding of
the meaning of words, the structure, and the overall content of text. Readers do not
normally remember the specific details about what they have read, but generally
they grasp the main idea and relate it to their background knowledge. This is also
called extensive reading in which readers need only understand large chunks of
information. When readers need to understand textual details reading style is called
intensive reading.
There are also a number of other purposes for reading, especially in
academic contexts, such as reading to search for information, reading to skim
quickly, reading to integrate information, reading to write, reading to critique, and
reading to learn (Grabe and Stoller, 2002). People also read for pleasure, which is
one form of extensive reading. Readers’ understanding of a text or interpretation of
it usually depends on their purpose.
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At one time reading was described as a passive, linear process in which the
reader’s role was to “process each letter, combine letters into words, look up the
meaning of these words in lexical memory, store meanings briefly in a short-term
memory and then store meaning for larger portions of the text” (Gough, 1971 cited
in Reynolds, 2002). This traditional view has changed over the past 25 years and
now reading is understood to be an active, purposeful, and creative mental process
in which the reader gets the meaning from a text based partly on new information in
the text and partly on relevant prior knowledge, feelings, and opinions that the
reader brings to the task (Eskey, 2005).
In order to describe the reading process that is activated when people read,
Grabe and Stoller divide this process into two sub-processes: a lower level process
(linguistic process) and a higher level process (comprehension process). The lower-
level processes are more automatic and more skills oriented while higher-level
processes refer much more to reader’s background knowledge and inferencing skills
(Grabe and Stoller, 2002) (see Table 1.)
Table 1
Reading Processes that are Activated when We Read
      Lower-level processes      Higher-level processes
• Lexical access
• Syntactic parsing
• Semantic preposition formation
• Working memory activation
• Text model of comprehension
• Situation model of reader
interpretation
• Background knowledge use and
inferencing
• Executive control processes
                                                 (Grabe and Stoller, 2002, p.20)
As can be seen in Table 1, reading for the understanding of a text is a
complex and active process during which readers use their lexical and syntactic
knowledge as well as their previous knowledge of the topic.
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Another approach to reading processes defines two different processes as
‘text-directed’ and ‘knowledge directed’ processes. The content of the text (words,
text passages, and their interrelated meanings) and its organization (word order,
sentence order, graphic organizers) are related to text-directed processes, whereas,
linguistic and background knowledge is related to knowledge-directed processes. A
flexible interaction between these two processes is required to understand a text.
(Goldman & Rakestraw, 2000; Presley, 2000 cited in Bimmel and Schooten, 2004;
Rumelhart, 1977 cited in Brown, 1998)
Many researchers have tried to create a general understanding of reading
comprehension process and have developed models of reading. For instance, in
1970s and 1980s, ‘bottom up’ and ‘top down’ models of reading process influenced
the literature and received wide promotion. The ‘bottom up’ model of reading
process is rather step by step, from the text in which the reader decodes from letters
and sounds, into words, from words into larger grammatical units in understanding
the writer’s meaning. The ‘top down’ model, on the other hand, is a process from
brain to the text in which the readers interact with texts by combining information
they discover there with the knowledge they bring to it from memory, constructing a
comprehensive meaning. Later in the 1980s, the ‘interactive’ model of reading
supported the idea that balanced interaction between ‘bottom up’ and ‘top down’
processes led to successful reading (Eskey, 2005).
When the reading text is easy, learners implement automatic word
recognition and automatic recognition of syntactic structures and parts of speech
(Phakiti, 2003). However, more complex reading texts require learners to direct the
“process of meaning construction consciously and with planning” (Baker & Brown,
13
1984; Gerner, 1987 cited in Bimmel and Schooten, 2004, p.86). Good readers
continue reading under these circumstances using flexible and content sensitive
reading strategies consciously regulating their process of understanding (Paris et al,
1991; Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995; Pressley, 2000 in Bimmel and Schooten, 2004).
Good readers are known to use “rapid decoding, large vocabularies, phonemic
awareness, knowledge about the text features, and a variety of strategies to aid
comprehension and memory” (Carrell, 1998). Pressley (2002) supports this idea and
states that good readers apply various strategies before, while and after reading.
Research on reading has revealed the relation between good reading
comprehension and successful strategy use (Anderson, 1991; Barnett, 1988; Bimmel
& Schooten, 2004, Kern, 1989;). In this literature review, strategies in reading and
their relationship to comprehension will be focused on.
Strategies for Reading
Strategies, according to an early definition, are special actions or methods
that learners use to facilitate the language learning process (O’Malley, 1985 in
O’Malley and Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990). Later, this definition was expanded to
include the notion of ‘consciousness’. Thus, strategies can be described as specific
actions or techniques that are intentionally used and consciously controlled by
learners to improve learning progress in a foreign or second language (Cohen, 1998;
Green & Oxford, 1995, Oxford, 2001a). Because strategies are conscious, there is
“active involvement of the learner in their selection and use” (Anderson, 2005).
Strategies may be observable, like taking notes, or they may be unobservable, like
recalling background information about a topic before reading a text.
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In the literature, reading strategies are defined as “comprehension strategies”
or “reading processing strategies” (Block, 1986; Pressley, 2001; Pritchard, 1990;
Williams, 2000 as cited in Yetkin, 2003, p.8). More specifically, Barnett describes
reading strategies as mental operations that learners use to approach a text and
understand what they read. Skimming, scanning, guessing, recognizing cognates
and word families, reading for meaning, predicting, activating general knowledge,
making inferences, following references, and separating main ideas from supporting
ideas are involved in these mental processes (Barnett, 1988). Furthermore, reading
strategies are “cognitive activities which readers can undertake before, during, and
after reading of a text in order to adequately comprehend the text and prevent,
identify or solve any problems which may occur during the process” (Aarnoutse,
1988, in Aarnoutse and Schellings, 2003, p.390). For most researchers, “reading
strategies” extend the previous notion of “reading skills”. “Skill is an overall
behavior” while “strategy is the specific means for realizing that behavior” (Cohen,
1990, p.83). “If a learner’s behavior is totally unconscious so that the given learner
is not able to identify any strategies associated with it, then the behavior would
simply be referred to as a process, not a strategy” (Cohen, 1996, p.6). In another
classification, Anderson states the difference between skills and strategies is usually
due to automation of the process– a strategy becomes a skill if it is used
automatically (2003).
A skill is a strategy that has become automatic. Strategies can be defined as
conscious actions that learners take to achieve desired goals or objectives.
This definition underscores the role that readers play in strategic reading. As
learners consciously learn and practice specific reading strategies, the
strategies move from conscious to unconscious; from strategy to skill (p.4)
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For many researchers, the idea of conscious choice and employment of
strategies is definitionally central. Oxford (2001b, p.166) summarizes common
features of language learning strategies. “All language learning strategies are related
to control, goal-directness, autonomy and self-efficacy”, and further the “autonomy
may use conscious control of ones own learning processes” (Oxford, 2001b, p.167).
For the categorization of reading strategies, researchers use different
classifications. Oxford (1990), for instance, offers six kinds of strategies within the
context of reading strategies. She first distinguishes Direct Strategies from Indirect
Strategies (see Figure 1). Memory strategies include creating mental images through
grouping and associating, semantic mapping, using key words, employing word
associations, and placing new words into a context. Cognitive strategies include
note taking, formal practice with the specific aspects of the target language such as
sentence structure, summarizing, paraphrasing, predicting, analyzing, and using
context clues. Compensation strategies refer to inferencing, guessing while reading,
or using reference materials such as dictionaries. Indirect strategies likewise
comprise three sub-strategies. Metacognitive strategies require learners to plan,
arrange, and evaluate their own learning through direct attention and self-evaluation,
organization, setting goals and objectives. Affective strategies are used while
reading. Students use affective strategies such as self-encouraging behaviors to
continue processing and to encourage learning. Cooperation with peers, questioning,
asking for correction and feedback are social strategies that students use in the
reading process.
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Direct Strategies
Memory Cognitive Compensation
Indirect  
Strategies
Metacognitive Affective Social
Figure 1. Oxford’s classifications of strategies.
Cohen groups reading strategies in four categories: supporting strategies,
paraphrase strategies, strategies for establishing coherence in the text, and strategies
for supervising strategy use (1990, pp. 91-92). The following table illustrates these
strategies.
Table 2
 Reading Strategies (Andrew Cohen, 1990)
1. Supporting
strategies
types of reading acts undertaken to facilitate high level strategies –
for example, skimming, scanning, skipping, marking the text, and
using a glossary.
2. Paraphrase
strategies
decoding strategies to clarify meaning by simplifying syntax,
finding synonyms for words and phrases, looking for propositions
or basic ideas, and identifying the function of portions of the text.
3. Strategies for
establishing
coherence in the
text
the use of world knowledge or clues in the text to make the text
intelligible as a piece of connected discourse – for example,
looking for organization, using context, and distinguishing the
discourse functions in the text (such as introduction, definition,
exemplification, and conclusion).
4. Strategies for
supervising
strategy use
conscious strategies for checking on the reading process as it takes
place – for example, planning, ongoing self-evaluation, changing
the planning and executing of tasks, identifying misunderstanding,
and remediating when reading problems are found.
There are also other classifications for reading strategies derived from the
use of questionnaires, think-aloud protocols, oral reports or stimulated recall
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processes in research studies conducted with L2 learners. These include strategies
such as “main meaning line” and “word-solving” (Hosenfeld, 1977); “general
comprehension” and “local linguistic” (Block, 1986); “text-level” and “word-level”
(Barnett, 1988) “global or top-down” and “local or bottom-up” (Carrell, 1989;
Young and Oxford, 1997); and “top-down” and “bottom-up” (Schueller, 1999). In
his study, Anderson (1991) categorized strategies as: “supervising, supporting,
paraphrasing, establishing coherence, and test taking” (in Brantmeier, 2002, p.8).
Table 3 below summarizes research into strategy derivation indicating participants
and research methods that researchers used (cited from Brantmeier, 2002).
Table 3
Foreign Language Reading Strategy Research (Adapted from Brantmeier, 2002)
Researcher Participants / Method Coding Scheme
Hosenfeld
(1977)
40 ninth grade students learning
French; think aloud protocols for each
sentence they read
Main-meaning line and
Word-solving strategies
Block (1986) 9 university level ESL and native
English students; think aloud protocols
for each sentence they read
General comprehension
strategies and local
linguistic strategies
Barnett
(1988)
278 university level students learning
fourth semester French; strategy use
questionnaire
Text-level strategies and
Word-level strategies
Carrell
(1989)
75 native English speakers learning
Spanish and 45 native Spanish
speakers in an intermediate ESL
courses; written strategy use
questionnaire and multiple choice
comprehension questions
Global or top-down and
local or bottom-up
strategies
Anderson
(1991)
26 Spanish speaking adult English as a
Second Language students; DTLS
(Descriptive Test of Language Skills
Reading Comprehension text) with
multiple choice questions; TRP
(Textbook Reading Profile) with
think- aloud reports
DTLS
(1) understanding main
ideas
(2) understanding direct
statements
(3) drawing inferences
Coding scheme for TRP
(1) supervising
(2) supporting
(3) paraphrasing
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(4) establishing coherence
(5) test taking
Young and
Oxford
(1997)
49 native English readers of Spanish;
think aloud and oral reports
Global or Local
Schueller
(1999)
128 native English readers of German;
strategy use questionnaire, multiple
choice and written recall
comprehension tasks
Top-down and Bottom-up
The most common classification in the literature is between text-level and
word-level strategies (Barnett, 1988). Text-level strategies refer to a whole or to
large parts of a text. These strategies relate to using background knowledge,
predicting, using titles, and illustrations to understand, reading with a purpose,
skimming, and scanning. Word-level strategies, on the other hand, involve using the
context to guess word meanings, identifying the grammatical category of words,
following reference words, and recognizing meaning through word families and
word formation (Barnett, 1988).
Different studies in the area of reading comprehension suggest the following
strategies as essential for the reading process to be effective.
“determination of a reading objective; activation and use of one’s own
knowledge with regard to the content of the text; drawing of connections or
relations between words, sentences and paragraphs including the prediction
of information and creation of representations; exploration of the nature and
structure of different types of texts; discovery of the theme and the main
ideas in a text along with a summary of such; posing and answering of one’s
own questions; planning, steering, monitoring and correction of one’s own
reading behavior; evaluation of texts for their value; and reflection on the
reading activities which have been executed and their results”.
(Aarnoutse and Schellings, 2003, p. 391).
Learners who believe they use strategies effectively and who can, indeed,
use reading strategies efficiently do better than those who do not so believe (Barnett,
1988). Similarly, fluent readers are also known as readers who can recognize
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context-free word and phrases quickly and who can use appropriate strategies
skillfully (Eskey, 1988, in McDonough, 1995). Although good readers can use
diverse strategies, monitor their understanding in many different ways, and react to
what they read (Pressley and McCormick, 1995; Wade, Trathen and Schraw, 1990
in Baylor and McCormick, 2003), novice readers generally focus on single words,
they are unable to adjust to different texts or purposes, and rarely ask questions to
themselves to monitor and improve comprehension (Carrell, 1989). These students
need to be explicitly instructed to become more efficient readers using various
strategies to get the benefits from learning through reading.
Good Reader Strategy Use
There are various terms in the literature for good readers such as being an
efficient reader, fluent reader, skillful reader, experienced reader, expert reader,
proficient reader, and successful reader (Grabe and Stoller, 2002; Baylor and
McCormick, 2003; Farrell, 2001; Green and Oxford, 1995; Pressley, 2002; Janzen
and Stoller, 1998; Carrell et al., 1993). In this study, the term ‘good readers’ is used
to define readers who are flexible in applying a wide range of reading strategies,
who control and monitor their comprehension, and who employ new tactics to repair
any misunderstanding during reading.
The main difference between good readers and novice readers seems to be
the degree to which they are aware of and use strategies in various reading tasks.
Research on reading strategies suggests that good readers “distinguish between
important information and details as they read and are able to use clues in the text to
anticipate information and/or relate new information to information already stated”
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(Farrell, 2001, p.632). Fredricka Stoller lists some of the strategies that good readers
make use of to accomplish various reading tasks.
Good readers:
predict what a passage will be about after looking at the title and
accompanying illustrations;
guess the meaning of unknown words and phrases;
connect the content of a reading passage to their own background knowledge
to make sense of the text;
connect one part of a text to another;
reread passages for a variety of purposes (e.g. to clarify a misunderstanding,
to find more details);
ask questions of a text to focus and guide their reading;
summarize what they have read (through writing or speaking) (Stoller,
2000).
Good readers are strategic readers and are fully aware of varying strategies
that they use before, during, and after reading. As stated by Anderson, successful
reading comprehension requires the reader to control a wide and flexible repertoire
of strategies and to know how to use them strategically (cited in Carrell, Garson,
and Zhe, 1993). For instance, given a reading task, the successful reader might use
some or all of the following strategies (Oxford et. al. 2004):
“(1) previewing the reading passage by looking at the headings, pictures,
captions, and/or first lines of paragraphs; (2) making predictions about what
will be said in the reading based on this preview; (3) trying to grasp the main
idea before reading closely; (4) then, while reading closely, checking
whether the predictions were correct and asking specific questions to
comprehension and identify details; (5) after the reading is over, writing
down a summary of the main idea and at least five or six key details; and (6)
finally, evaluating task success (p.5).
Using strategies that are relevant to the task demands is generally what good
readers do when compared to novice readers. Reading strategies are not in and of
themselves “good” (Cohen, 1990), but depend on “who is using them, with what
text, at what point of the text, under what circumstances, and with what purpose in
mind” (p.84). Good readers use strategies consciously to support their understanding
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and to monitor their task success. These strategies may range from guessing the
meaning of a word (as a local action) or evaluating the text according to the reader’s
purpose (as a more global action) (Janzen and Stoller, 1998). There is research
concerning the good readers’ behaviors and the description of good readers and their
reading behaviors. Research can be summarized as :
Overview text before reading, employ context clues such as titles,
subheading, and diagrams, look for important information while reading and
pay greater attention to it than other information, attempt to relate important
points in text to one another in order to understand the text as a whole,
activate and use prior knowledge to interpret text, reconsider and revise
hypotheses about the meaning of text based on text content, attempt to infer
information from the text, attempt to determine the meaning of words not
understood or recognized, monitor text comprehension, identify or infer
main ideas, use strategies to remember text (paraphrasing, repetition, making
notes, summarizing, self-questioning, etc), understand relationships between
parts of text, recognize text structure, change reading strategies when
comprehension is perceived not be proceeding smoothly; evaluate the
qualities of text, reflect on and process additionally after a part has been
read, and anticipate or plan for the use of knowledge gained from the reading
(Aebersold & Field, 1997; Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995, in Singhal, 2001,
p.15)
According to most research, what readers do is often the same whether
reading in a first or second language. Novice readers in their first language often
have similar problems to those related to reading in another language (Cohen,
1990), and usually transfer reading approaches that they use in first language to
another language.
Reading in a second language is often slower and more challenging due to
the unknown vocabulary or unfamiliar sentence structures and thus may call for
different approaches to an L2 text. In the next section, I discuss the demands of
reading in a second language and the need for specific strategy use to respond to
these demands.
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Reading in L2
The research literature on reading in L1 has shaped the notions of reading in
a second (L2) or foreign language. The major development of L2 reading has been
the interactive model of reading (Bernhardt 1991; Grabe 1991; Silberstein 1987 in
Brown, 1998). The other approaches to L2 reading include the integration approach,
which combines the interactive model of top-down and bottom-up (or low-level and
higher-level) processing and the situation model in which the reader uses larger
discourse contexts to aid in comprehending the text (Bernhardt 1991; Swaffar,
Arens, and Brynes, 1991; van Dijk and Kinstch, 1983 in Brown, 1998).
Within these interactive approaches to reading, the role of schema activation
of background and cultural knowledge and the recognition of passage structure have
been recognized as central to the reading processes second language learners engage
in (Bernhardt 1984, Carrell 1984, Johnson 1982 cited in Pavlik, 1990).
According to schema theory, second language readers understand better how
they can fit new textual information to existing knowledge. According to Carrell,
(1983) “meaning does not just reside in the text, rather meaning is constructed out
of the interaction between a reader’s activated background knowledge and what’s in
the text” (cited in Thompson, 1988, p.624). Text organization, which may be
different from one language to another, also plays an important role in second
language reading comprehension. Better readers are aware of the rhetorical
organization of written texts. One of the ways to help students activate their
background knowledge and improve their second language reading is to help them
make use of relevant reading strategies. Training students to recall background
information and to recognize the organizational structure of texts improved
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students’ understanding of what they read in one study (Carrell, 1985). In another
study, students showed significant improvement in L2 reading when they were
trained to use word, sentence, and discourse analysis strategies (Kern, 1989, cited in
Grabe, 1991).
In sum, in order to succeed at reading, second language learners need to be
able to develop strategies for reading, both for “bottom-up processing (e.g. reading
at a reasonable rate, …reading without stopping to look up words in the dictionary)
and top-down processing (e.g. skimming a text before reading, formulating specific
questions that the text might be answer)” (Eskey, 2005, p. 575). Similarly, Brown
(2004) states that readers need to employ (1) fundamental bottom-up strategies for
processing separate letters, words, and phrases; (2) top-down strategies or
conceptually driven strategies for overall comprehension; and (3) appropriate
content and formal schema – background information and cultural experience.
Since reading processes are not observable, assessment has to rely on
inference. In order to determine whether readers understand what they read,
researchers and teachers “must depend on readers’ reconstructions of meaning on
comprehension assessment tasks” (Wolf, 1993, p. 473). Due to this fact, various
types and genres of written texts and various tasks are used for assessment, since
different tasks may require different interaction with texts and different reading
strategies.
Assessing Reading Strategy Use
It is problematic to assess readers’ reading comprehension in that the
processes by which readers construct meaning from written texts are invisible and
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cannot be measured directly (Wolf, 1993). Thus, all assessment of reading “must be
carried out by inference” (Brown, 2004, p.185).
In language classrooms, varieties of assessment tasks, as well as different
types or genres of printed texts, are used to measure students’ comprehension (Wolf,
1993; Brown, 2004). The assessment of reading ability also includes strategies to
accomplish reading tasks since some genres or types of tasks require students
employ strategies for full understanding. For example, an academic written report
might be comprehensible at the sentence level but might also require readers to use
certain strategies for noting the discourse conventions to prevent misunderstanding
(Brown, 2004).
Among the objectives in reading assessment of reading, it may be important
to gauge one or more reading strategies as part of assessment. The table below
represents a list of possible assessment criteria:
Table 4
Some Principal Strategies for Reading Comprehension
1) Identify the purpose in a reading text
2) Apply spelling rules and conventions for bottom-up decoding
3) Use lexical analysis (prefixes, suffixes, roots, etc) to determine meaning
4) Guess at meaning (of words, idioms, etc.)
5) Skim the text for the gist and for main idea
6) Scan the text for specific information (names, dates, key words)
7) Use silent reading techniques for rapid processing
8) Use marginal notes, outlines, charts, or semantic maps for understanding and
retaining information
9) Distinguish between literal and implied meanings
10) Capitalize on discourse markers to process relationships
                                                                                               (Brown, 2004, p.188).
The type of tasks and types of written text may influence how readers’
interact with reading texts. Students may need to use their linguistic and background
knowledge and some strategies to complete these tasks. Thus, besides being
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exposed to various genres and tasks, language learners can also benefit from
mastery of reading strategies in order to succeed in reading. Students’ awareness of
and use of strategies can be enhanced though strategy instruction which is designed
to facilitate reading comprehension. The next chapter presents research in
instructing learners in reading strategies.
Strategy Instruction
Research, not only in first language contexts, but also in second language
contexts, supports the idea of explicit strategy instruction (Anderson, in press;
Graham & Harris, 2000; Chamot et al., 1999; Cohen, 1998; National Reading Panel,
2000; Pressley, 2000; Nunan, 1997; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, & Leaver,
1996; Shen, 2003 cited in Chamot, 2004). From an instructional point of view,
research has indicated that reading strategies are teachable (Chamot et al. 1996, Park
Oh 1994 in Oxford, 2001b). Most instructional recommendations support the view
that strategy instruction should be woven into regular classroom instruction
(Oxford, 2001b, p.170). However, some research suggests that even one-time only
strategy sessions can promote higher course marks in the strategy focus area (such
as reading comprehension) (Feyten and Flaitz, 1996 in Oxford, 2001b, p.170)
Reading strategies are useful for students to “elaborate, organize, and
evaluate information derived from the text” (Carrell, 1998, p.4). According to the
results of their study in 1977, Clarke and Silberstein characterized reading as an
active process of comprehending, and they state “students needed to be taught
strategies to read more efficiently (e.g. guess from context, define expectations,
make inferences about the text, skim ahead to fill in the context, etc.)” (in Grabe,
1991, p.377). Reading strategies also help learners use background information
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knowledge, because it is known that reading comprehension requires the ability to
relate textual material to one’s own knowledge (Carrell, 1983 in Young, 1991).
Strategies, in this respect, are useful for learners to approach reading texts
effectively and to understand the texts better. Language teachers, then, might
provide students effective approaches to texts and help them define strategies to
comprehend those texts. As research has suggested, teaching readers how to use
strategies should be the main consideration in reading classrooms (Anderson, 1991).
Strategy instruction can focus not only on raising students’ awareness of
strategies in general, but also help students find ways to develop their own strategies
for different reading tasks. If strategy instruction is designed carefully and
sensitively according to students’ needs and allows students to practice use of
strategies rather than master theoretical understanding of strategy principles, it may
encourage more self-directed learning. (Oxford, Crookall, Cohen, Lavine, Nykos,
Sutter, 1990). Current language teaching methodology sees the learner as the
initiator of the act of learning. This supports the idea of equipping learners with
appropriate learning strategies to take on responsibility for self-direction to assume
this initiating role. As Holec (1995) suggests, “to teach the learner to learn, that is to
enable him to carry out the various steps which make up the learning process, is
considered the best way of ensuring that learning takes place” (in Rodgers, 2000,
p.2).
Kern (1989) states L2 readers constantly face unknown lexical and syntactic
items, so pure practice without direction might cause learners to feel frustrated in
their comprehension processing. The goal of strategy training is “to explicitly teach
students how, when, and why strategies can be used to facilitate their efforts”
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(Cohen, 1998) in the language learning process. This follows from Holec’s early
dictum that the primary job of any teacher is guiding students in “learning how to
learn” (Holec, 1981, in Oxford, 2001b, p.12).
Research suggests that there are many strategies that have been taught
successfully. Research indicates that readers can be taught to use background
knowledge successfully to make inferences (Hansen and Pearson, 1983) or set goals
for reading (Ogle, 1986); identifying main ideas (Baumann, 1984); identify
necessary information to answer a question (Raphael and Pearson, 1985); recognize
text structures such as stories (Fitzgerald and Spiegel, 1983) and expository texts
(Armbruster et al., 1987). All citations are from Fielding and Pearson (1994). In a
study conducted with French students, explicit reading strategies were taught
through a systematic approach (Hosenfeld, Arnold, Kirchofer, Laiura, and Wilson).
The main findings of the study indicated that students believed that the strategies
had a positive impact on their learning (cited in Chamot, 1993). Table 5 shows
reading strategies that are considered broadly applicable for strategy instruction.
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Table 5
 Broadly Applicable to Reading Strategies Instruction
Strategy Description of Strategy
1. Identifying a
purpose for reading
The reader defines a purpose for reading a given text (e.g.
finding out specific information)
2. Previewing The reader examines a text before reading. This may
involve looking at portions of the text such as pictures,
graphics, heading, or chapter titles. Previewing is often
used in conjunction with predicting.
3. Predicting The reader predicts what the text will be about or what it
will cover next.
4. Asking questions The reader asks questions of the text, the author of the
text, himself, or the class at large.
5. Checking
predictions or finding
an answer to a
question
The reader notes whether his prediction (or that of another
member of the class) was correct or incorrect. The reader
may also state that a portion of the text has answered (or
not answered) a question posed by the reader himself or
by another member of the class.
6. Connecting text to
background
knowledge
The reader links what he has read to his background
knowledge.
7. Summarizing The reader reiterates what a portion of text is about by
restating the main ideas. Summarizing can occur at the
beginning of class when students are reviewing previously
read material. It can also be a means of checking
understanding at the end of a reading session.
8. Connecting one part
of the text to another
The reader connects the part of the text being read at that
moment to text that was read previously. This may refer
to the same piece of reading material or to another text
altogether.
9. Paying attention to
text structure
The reader thinks about his knowledge of text structure
and uses that knowledge to comprehend the text. For
example, the structure of a research article in applied
linguistics follows a clearly defined format.
10. Rereading The reader rereads the text for a purpose (e.g. to find the
answer to a question).
                                                                            (Janzen and Stoller, 1998, p. 256)
Strategy Instruction Features
Reading strategy instruction differs from traditional reading classes. Explicit
instruction aims to raise students’ awareness and knowledge of reading strategies by
enabling them to practice these strategies in a systematic way and apply these
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strategies flexibly in various reading tasks. Pearson (1982) suggests that strategy
instruction “helps students develop strategies for self-regulated, independent use to
cope with” different kinds of reading tasks (cited in Vacca, 2002). Explicit reading
strategy instruction requires explanation, modeling, practice and application:
Direct explanation of the strategy: Through direct explanation of a strategy,
students become more aware of what the strategy is, how to use it, why it is
important to use, and when it should be used. Students not only learn the
rules and procedures behind the use of a reading strategy, but also develop a
rationale for its use.
Demonstration of the strategy: Once students understand the rules and
procedures associated with a reading strategy, provisions are made in the
mini lessons to model the use of the strategy through think-alouds (Davey,
1983).
Strategy practice: As part of the mini lessons, the teacher provides students
with an easy text or two to practice the strategy and to discuss students’ use
of it.
Strategy application: Once students have had some practice with the use of
strategy, regular class assignments should encourage its application.
(Vacca, 2002, p.265)
There are a number of different sequencing models for student strategy
instruction (e.g. Direct Explanation Model (Paris, 1988 cited in O’Malley &
Chamot, 1990 ); The Strategic Teaching Model (Jones et al., 1987 cited in O’Malley
& Chamot, 1990); Self-instructional Training (Sinarta, Brown, & Reynolds, 2001
cited in Yetgin, 2003). These date back to RTA (Reciprocal Teaching Approach),
one of the first strategy instruction models (Palinscar and Brown, 1984) and used in
research on different age groups (Fillenworth, 1995; Palinscar and Brown, 1986;
Palinscar and David 1991; Lederer, 2000 cited in Allen, 2003). Several typical
current research-based approaches and models for strategy instruction are
summarized as in the table below.
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Table 6
Current Strategy Instruction Models and Approaches
Approaches and Models General Features
* (TSI) Transactional Strategy
Instruction (Pressley, 1997)
 prediction based on prior-knowledge
activation
 question generation
 clarification-seeking when confused
 mental imagery
 relating prior knowledge to content
 summarization
* (CALLA) The Cognitive
Academic Language Learning
Approach (Chamot and
O’Malley, 1995)
 preparation
 presentation
 practice
 self-evaluation
 expansion
 assessment
* (SSBI) Styles and Strategies-
Based Instruction (Cohen,
1998)
 teacher as diagnostician
 teacher as language learner
 teacher as language trainer
 teacher as coordinator
 teacher as a coach
(Adapted from Allen, 2003; Chamot, 2004).
These models are obviously considered unique to their creators, however
they all appear to have somewhat similar  features and sequences. These consist of
(1) some sort of needs assessment activity; (2) a presentation activity in which the
teacher models or exemplifies application of a strategy; (3) a practice session in
which the teacher scaffolds students practice of strategies with students’ increasing
independence; (4) an evaluation of the strategy application and setting new goals;
(5) an expansion and transfer stage in which students combine, sequence, and
practice strategies based on the new task models; and (6) an assessment stage in
which students review their strategy practice, application, and success.
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Simpson and Nist summarize three critical characteristics of reading strategy
instruction: timing; what, when, where, and why of application; and being specific.
First, strategy instruction should be intensive and occur over a sustained period of
time. Secondly, instruction should include knowledge requiring learners to know
why, where, and when to use a strategy. Lastly, effective strategy instruction should
be explicit, direct, and specific to the contextual situation of the learners (Simpson
and Nist, 2000).
Relevance of the strategies, demonstration, and authenticity of demonstration
texts are also important qualifications of effective strategy instruction. Delivering
strategy training flexibly rather than as a fixed sequence of steps, illustrating the
process of successful application of strategies, and allowing students appropriate
time for practice with everyday texts should be included in an instructional strategy
program (Fielding and Pearson, 1994).
Reading strategy instruction may help students not only improve their short-
term reading performance but also prepare them for their future academic needs.
Equipped with effective reading strategies, students can become “independent
learners who read with confidence and enjoyment which contributes to lifelong
education and personal satisfaction” (Paris, Wasik and Turner, 1991, in Yetkin,
2003, p.25). In strategy training, teachers play a central role. The following section
will discuss the teachers’ role in reading strategy instruction.
The Role of the Teacher
Research demonstrates that appropriate strategy use improves success in
language learning and, furthermore, that unsuccessful learners can improve their
learning when they are taught to use effective strategies (Cohen, 1990). Teachers
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play an important role in strategy instruction by helping learners recognize the
strategies they already use and demonstrating a wide range of strategies for students
so that they can select appropriate and effective strategies within the context of
particular language tasks (Cohen, 1998). Teachers need to be aware of their own
reading processes in order to help raise students’ awareness and appreciation of
strategies (Duffy, 1993). Cohen defines the role of the teacher as being explicit
about what the strategies consist of, how, when, and why they might be used and
how effective any particular strategy might be in particular context (1998).
Teachers can integrate reading strategy instruction within their language
classrooms by selecting strategies to be emphasized in class, by finding appropriate
materials, by planning detailed-lessons, and by on-going adaptation of instruction
(Janzen and Stoller, 1998). For language teachers, Anderson (1991) promotes eight
useful teaching procedures: “activating background knowledge, cultivating
vocabulary, teaching for comprehension, increasing reading rate, verifying reading
strategies, evaluating progress, building motivation, and selecting appropriate
materials”. Many of them require teaching learners to use specific strategies for
successful understanding (in Eskey, 2005, p.576).
Important points that teachers should include in strategy instruction
programs are said to be: a) a description of the strategy; b) reasons why the strategy
should be mastered; c) ways the strategy is used; d) when or where the strategy
should be used; and e) how the use of strategy should be evaluated (Winograd and
Hare, 1988; cited in Anderson, 1999).
Similarly, Stoller (2000) summarizes important points for strategy
instruction:
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In order to develop strategic readers, teachers should a) introduce a
repertoire of reading strategies to students, b) provide students with
opportunities for practicing strategies, c) discuss how practicing strategies
help students in their comprehension, and d) help students become more
conscious of their reading behaviors by asking them to describe the
strategies that they employ while reading (in Yetkin, 2003, p.18).
In a recent research study on teachers’ perceptions of strategies and strategy
instruction, Pani (2004) conducted “mental modeling” with pre-service teachers.
Mental modeling is a teaching technique which informs learners about the reasoning
processes that support strategic reading. According to results of this study, pre-
service teachers found the mental modeling very useful for their own reading
comprehension and for assisting learners to develop effective reading strategies.
This result also illustrates the role of strategy instruction as part of teacher education
programs.
Conclusion
Research in strategic reading has focused on the nature of strategies and how
strategies benefit readers. This research suggests that various kinds of strategy
training can have positive impacts on student strategy use. Because these studies
were conducted with a variety of language speakers in different instructional
settings and different language levels, it is encouraging to generalize the findings for
a variety of second and foreign language learning settings.
Reading is one of the most challenging skills for students. It is also the major
source of L2 input for most foreign language learners. Strategy instruction helps
learners become aware of strategies that facilitate their efforts in language learning
and help them become strategic readers. To help learners, one of the main goals of
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language learning programs should be instructing learners to become strategic
readers.
In the next chapter, I describe the design of the study applying some of the
results of research outlined above.
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CHAPTER III - METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This study investigates three aspects of reading strategies: (1) the existing
reading strategies used by university students, (2) those strategies not used but
which apparently matched students’ academic needs, and (3) the effects of reading
strategy instruction on students strategy use. The answers to the following questions
are given in the study:
1. What are the reading strategies students report using in the preparatory
program of The Center of Foreign Languages at Çukurova University?
2. Do students become aware of the nature and purpose of reading strategies
when they are taught these in strategy instruction and can they state these?
3. Are students able to apply appropriately specific strategies taught?
4. How does strategy instruction affect students’ strategy use?
In this chapter, information about the participants, instruments, data collection
procedures, the four – week strategy instruction, and data analysis is given.
Participants
Participants are 60 students from two classes studying English at Çukurova
University, The Center of Foreign Languages as well as the teacher teaching both of
these classes. In addition, 33 students from two other classes participated in pilot
trials of the questionnaire and 3 out of these 33 piloted the interview format.
Because my intention is to discover the effects of strategy training on students’
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reading strategy use, it was desirable to involve one single teacher to teach the two
classes, one the experimental class and the other the control class. The reason for
choosing one teacher was to minimize the teacher variable between the
experimental and control groups.
Forty-seven out of 60 students from the two different classes responded to a
strategy use questionnaire; 8 students out of 47 were involved in follow up
interviews. An additional 33 students at the same level from two other classes
participated only in the pilot study. The students in the pilot group completed the
questionnaire, and three randomly chosen students from one of these pilot group
classes also participated in the pilot interview.
In the actual study, the students were selected from two classes, one class serving as
the experimental group and the other as the control group. Both classes had 30
students each. Due to absences, tardiness, etc. 24 students from the experimental
group and 22 students from the control group responded to the pre-questionnaire
(Reading Strategy Questionnaire); 24 students from the experimental, and 22
students from the control group responded to the post-questionnaire (Reading
Strategy Questionnaire). Four students from each group were involved in the
stimulated recall procedure of the study before treatment. The researcher also
interviewed the teacher at the outset of the study.
Instruments
The core of the instructional program to the control group consisted of seven
Strategy Instruction Focus Activities (SIFA) designed by the researcher. These were
presented and practiced over four weeks of reading strategy instruction.
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The research instruments consisted of a pre-and post-treatment
questionnaire, a stimulated recall procedure before treatment, strategy feedback
papers (experimental group only) during treatment, and post-treatment interviews.
The pre- and post-treatment questionnaires were given to all students from both the
experimental and the control group to detect existing reading strategy awareness of
and use by students. The stimulated recall procedure was conducted with eight
students (four from the control and four from the experimental group) to gain
clearer ideas about the existing student use of reading strategies. In addition, the
interview with the class teacher provided a further opportunity to attempt to
triangulate determination of those strategies used effectively and ineffectively by the
students. The strategy instruction consisted of 4 weeks of training on 7 reading
Strategy Instruction Focus Activities (SIFA). Student strategy feedback papers were
collected after each Strategy Instruction Focus Activity (SIFA). The post-treatment
interview conducted with students from both groups focused on the students’
perceptions about strategies used before, during, and after reading. Table 7
illustrates the instruments that the researcher used to collect data.
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Table 7
The Instruments Used in the Study
Step EXPERIMENTAL GROUP (N: 30) CONTROL GROUP (N: 30)
1 Pre-questionnaire (RSQ)
N : 24
Pre-questionnaire (RSQ)
N : 22
2 Stimulated recall procedure
N: 4
Stimulated recall procedure
N: 4
3 Teacher / researcher conferencing (one to one)
4 Strategy Instruction Focus Activity
SIFA # 1
The course book “The First
Certificate Star” requirements – Unit
# 8, pp.66-67
5 Strategy Feedback Sheet # 1
6 Strategy Instruction Focus Activity
SIFA # 2
The course book “The First
Certificate Star” requirements – Unit
# 8, pp.70-71
7 Strategy Feedback Sheet # 2
8 Strategy Instruction Focus Activity
SIFA # 3
The course book “The First
Certificate Star” requirements – Unit
# 9, pp.76-77
9 Strategy Feedback Sheet # 3
10 Strategy Instruction Focus Activity
SIFA # 4
The course book “The First
Certificate Star” requirements – Unit
# 10, pp.84-85
11 Strategy Feedback Sheet # 4
12 Strategy Instruction Focus Activity
SIFA # 5
The course book “The First
Certificate Star” requirements – Unit
# 11, pp.92-93
13 Strategy Feedback Sheet # 5
14 Strategy Instruction Focus Activity
SIFA # 6
The course book “The First
Certificate Star” requirements – Unit
# 12, pp.100-101
15 Strategy Feedback Sheet # 6
16 Strategy Instruction Focus Activity
SIFA # 7
The course book “The First
Certificate Star” requirements – Unit
# 13, pp.110-111
17 Strategy Feedback Sheet # 7
20 Post-questionnaire (RSQ)
N : 24
Post-questionnaire (RSQ)
N : 22
22 Post-treatment Interviews
N: 8
Post-treatment Interviews
N: 8
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Reading Strategy Questionnaire (RSQ)
A Reading Strategy Questionnaire was used at the beginning and end of this
study to determine the reported strategy use of students in reading. The Reading
Strategy Questionnaire (RSQ) was originally employed by Ikeda and Takeuchi
(2000). Oxford (2004) revised 35 items in the RSQ, by rewording and restructuring
the order of questionnaire items. The questionnaire items were also restructured in
terms of the stage in which each strategy would likely be employed and divided into
three sections; before, while, and after reading. The questionnaire in its revised form
was previously used in a study measuring the effects of different kinds of tasks on
strategy use (Oxford, Cho, Leung, and Kim, 2004).
The Reading Strategy Questionnaire (see Appendix A) consists of 35 items
which ask participants to evaluate their strategy use based a Likert Scale of 0
(almost never) to 5 (almost always).
The questionnaire, originally written in English, was translated into Turkish
through a back translation process (see Appendix B), because this process has been
found to be more reliable than straight translation (Kim & Lim, 1999). The
researcher translated the questionnaire into Turkish first. Then, a teacher colleague
in the MA TEFL program at Bilkent University translated the Turkish version back
into English. Necessary changes were made in the Turkish version of the
questionnaire by comparing the English back translation with the original version.
The Turkish version of the questionnaire was used in this study to help students
understand the strategy use questions better.
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Stimulated Recall Procedure
A reading task (text and questions) was prepared by the researcher (see
Appendix C) to use in the stimulated recall procedure with eight students (4 from
the experimental and 4 from the control group). The reading text was originally
prepared by teachers at a Turkish university (Istanbul Bilgi University) as an
intermediate level reading course assignment. The researcher reduced the length of
the reading text and restructured the text to make it more appropriate for use in the
stimulated recall procedure. Reading text questions consisted of two parts. Part A
had 4 question items focusing on the main idea of the passages in the text. Part B
had 6 test items sampling different reading strategies used (e.g. previewing,
rereading for different purposes, guessing, summarizing the main idea).
The students were randomly selected from each class. The control group
students were studying English to prepare to enter Mechanical and Electrical-
Electronics engineering departments and consisted only of male students. The
experimental group of students was from different departments - Business
Administration, Management, and Physics. The class population was mainly female
students.
 First, each student was asked to read the text and respond to the 10
questions as they usually did in their reading lessons. Secondly, after having
completed the reading text and the 10 reading questions, the student was given the
same text (without the questions) with ten pink-colored “pause” boxes at the
beginning and end of each paragraph in the text (see Appendix D). The students
were asked to read through the text (again), pausing to talk about what strategies
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they had applied at each point marked with colored boxes. Students’ responses were
audio-taped for later transcription.
Teacher / Researcher Conferencing
Before instruction with either control or experimental classes was begun, the
participating teacher was asked how she thought her students used reading strategies
and which strategies she expected to use in the strategy instruction. After having
examined the list of strategies reported in stimulated recall (Appendix E), she chose
and rank ordered 10 strategies (from the Reading Strategy Questionnaire strategy
items) as her instructional strategy foci.
During the four-week instruction period, the researcher and the participant
teacher had weekly meetings to share ideas about the application of the SIFA
activities in class and the SIFA feedback sheets.
The SIFA’s
A preliminary analysis of pre-test results was done to draw the general
framework for designing lessons for the experimental group. The strategies that
students reported as not using very often in the pre-treatment questionnaire were
listed and compared to the student responses during the stimulated recall procedure
and participant teacher’s conferencing suggestions. After considering all these
results, the researcher focused on 6 major strategies and 4 subsidiary strategies to be
introduced with sustained practice during 4 weeks. Table 8 shows 6 major strategies
included in the reading Strategy Instruction Focus Activities done with the
experimental group.
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Table 8
Reading Strategies Included in the SIFA
 Setting a purpose for reading
 Making predictions and questioning the text
 Previewing the text
 Skimming
 Continuing reading even when unsuccessful
 Summarizing the text with own words
The other 4 subsidiary strategies that were included in strategy instruction
activities were
 scanning
 note taking and marking important parts of the test
 guessing vocabulary
 self-evaluating task success.
The control group followed the reading texts and exercises as given in the
standard text book. The experimental group was exposed to explicit strategy
instruction built around the same reading texts. The course book, First Certificate
Star published by Heineman, has 22 total units, each having a reading text section.
During this study, units 8-13 were the foci for control and experimental groups.
The SIFA activities were designed around the texts in the course book
(Appendix G) and parallel the exercise types covered in the standard course book.
There were 7 reading texts assigned in the course book during the 4- week
experimental period. The researcher designed the strategy lessons around these 7
readings with the assistance of the participating teacher. As noted, the SIFA
activities represented the instructional core of the study. They were adopted and
adapted from ideas in the strategy instruction literature or were originally created.
The SIFA’s were given acronyms or descriptive labels to help students focus on and
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remember the strategy purpose of these activities. A sample lesson plan for one
SIFA with Teacher’s Guide is included in Appendix F. Table 9 shows a sample
SIFA extract with strategies included in that particular strategy instruction session.
Table 9
Sample SIFA Strategies Included in SIFA 3
PQRST PURPOSE
Reading strategies
• Predicting
• Questioning
• Reading for a purpose
• Summing up
• Totaling
(PQRST) To help readers make predictions
about the text and establish purpose for reading.
After setting a purpose for reading, students have
a chance to monitor their performance while
evaluating their questions and predictions.
Readers also organize their ideas to make a
summary.
The name of the SIFA’s in each lesson and the strategies involved are as
shown in the following Table 10.
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Table 10
The SIFA’s and Reading Strategies Involved in the SIFA’s
WEEK
 SIFA’s STRATEGIES
1
1# Reading Strategies Analysis
(adapted from A. Cohen,
personal communication,
February 2, 2005)
2# 3-2-1 (adapted from Juggins,
cited in Jones, 2001)
   
Story Mapping (adapted from
Jones, 2001)
To help readers become aware of the demands of
different texts and strategies they can use to meet
those demands.
3
 things to recall background information and 2
ideas to connect to the test
1 question to set a purpose for reading,
Identifying main idea, organizing ideas taking
notes, and summarizing.
2
3. PQRST (T. Rodgers, T,
personal communication,
February 8, 2005)
Definition Map (adapted from
Schwardtz & Rafael, 1985, cited
in Jones, 2001)
Predicting, Questioning the text, Rereading for
meaning, Summing up to assess performance,
Totaling to summarize
Identifying main ideas, selective reading, making
connections, organizing ideas
3
4. PQRST (T. Rodgers, personal
communication, February 11,
2005 )
K-W-L (adapted from Ogle,
1986, cited in Jones, 2001)
5. A-B-C-D (Sadik, 2005)
Sum up Organizer (Sadik,
2005)
Predicting, Questioning the text, Reading for
meaning, Summing up to assess performance,
Totaling to summarize
Summarizing what you Know
Stating what you Want to know
Writing down what you Learned
Associate to recalling background information, Bet
on words to predict the content
Compile information after scanning
Dart into text to recognize vocabulary
Rereading for meaning, summarizing key ideas.
4
6. S-P-O-T (Sadik, 2005)
7. P-R-E-S-U-M-E (Sadik,
2005)
Skip unimportant details and preview
Propose some predictions
Observe the text to assess predictions
Totality to summarize the main idea
Predicting related vocabulary
Reckon on the topic of the text
Estimate the ideas up to that point
See the text to check predictions
Unite what you have read
Monitor task performance
Emphasize main idea.
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The SIFA Feedback Sheets
Students in the experimental group were asked to complete the SIFA
feedback sheets. Feedback sessions followed each SIFA session and feedback sheets
were completed in class immediately following SIFA instruction. The SIFA
feedback sheets included short reminders for the students of the strategies most
recently taught to sample students’ recall of these strategies and their perceived
usefulness and importance. The format and content of the feedback sheets were
modified slightly throughout the course of SIFA instruction. Modifications were
based on a study of the previous feedback sheets in order to reflect more clearly the
nature of the specific SIFA training in class (See a sample Feedback Sheet in
Appendix H). The SIFA feedback sheets had three or four sections asking students
to check the following items:
1. The strategies I have learned in this class
2. The strategies I have found important for reading
3. The strategies I believe I will use without teacher's help
Some specific SIFA’s had different sections. Feedback sheets for SIFA 1 and
4 also asked students to write their reasons for their selection. Feedback sheets for
SIFA 5 and 6 asked students to write the reading strategies that they had problems
using in order to guide the researcher to redesign the lessons accordingly. This
replaced the section “the strategies I will use without teacher’s help”.  The last SIFA
feedback sheet had the same procedure for the first two sections (“The strategies I
have learned in this class” and “The strategies I have found important for reading”)
but included all the reading strategies practiced during 4-week strategy instruction
session to have a general idea of the students’ recall of strategies. The third section
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in feedback sheet 7, asked students whether SIFA’s were useful or not in general.
Table 11 shows a sample section of a SIFA feedback sheet and its components.
Table 11
Sample Section of a SIFA Feedback Sheet
SIFA FEEDBACK SESSION – SHEET # 6
NAME:_________________________ DATE: _________________________
SIFA 6 # S-P-O-T
1. Check (¥WKHVWUDWHJLHVWKDW\RXWKLQN\RXKDYHOHDUQHGLQWKLVOHVVRQ
___ previewing the text
___ making predictions about the text
___ monitoring the predictions
___ identifying the main idea before reading in detail
___ summarizing the text with your own words
2. Check (¥WKHVWUDWHJLHVWKDW\RXIRXQGLPSRUWDQWWRXQGHUVWDQGWKHWH[W
___ previewing the text
___ making predictions about the text
___ monitoring the predictions
___ identifying the main idea before reading in detail
___ summarizing the text with your own words
3. Check (¥WKHVWUDWHJLHVWKDW\RXKDGGLIILFXOW\XVLQJDQGRQZKLFK\RX
need more practice
___ skimming and recognizing the important vocabulary
___ making predictions about the text
___ monitoring the predictions
___ identifying the main idea before reading in detail
___ summarizing the text with your own words
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The SIFA feedback sheets were designed according to the purpose of each
strategy instruction focus activity (see Appendix J for overall sections of the SIFA
feedback sheets), and all statements were in Turkish to help students respond and
write more comfortably (see a sample of SIFA Feedback in Turkish in Appendix H
and its translated version in Appendix I).
Data Collection Procedures
I went to Adana in December to discuss permission from the Center of
Foreign Languages at Cukurova University to conduct my research. I visited the
Center in the first week of January to get this permission. As the director of the
Center had asked me to do during our talk, I wrote a “request for a permission”
letter showing the schedule of pre- and post-tests and the scheduled strategy
instruction (Appendix K). The permission letter was approved in the third week of
January.
The pilot study was completed on the eighth and ninth of February. Because
the pilot study comprised two parts, administration of the Reading Strategy
Questionnaire (RSQ) and the stimulated recall, I piloted the questionnaire with two
classes on the eighth of February in order to insure that all of the items in the
questionnaire were clear enough for the participants to understand. It took about
fifteen minutes for students to fill out the questionnaire. Necessary adaptations were
made to the questionnaire as a result of the feedback from the teachers conducting
the pilot study. On the ninth of February, three students from one class were
randomly chosen for pilot stimulated recall that would take part the following day.
These students were first asked to do the reading test and test questions and then do
a stimulated recall. The pilot students stated that the reading text and the questions
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accompanying it were appropriate for their proficiency level, so no changes were
made to the instruments or to the procedure.
The experimental and control classes completed the RSQ on February 9. On
February 10 and 11, stimulated recall procedures were conducted with 8 students
from the two classes. Four students from the experimental group participated on
tenth of February, and four students from the control group on the eleventh of
February. These were tape recorded for later analysis. The data collection
procedures and the sequence of events for both the control and the experimental
group students are shown in Table 12 and Table 13 respectively.
Table 12
The Sequence and Chronology of the Events for the Control Class
Date(s) / Sequence Component Description Example
09.02.
2005 # 1
Pre-questionnaire
(RSQ)
35 Item, 0-5 Likert
Scale
Item 11:
I continue reading even if I
have difficulty.
11.02.
2005
# 2 Stimulated Recall The reading text with
ten pauses
What did you think when you
read this sentence? What
strategies did you use to help
you understand?
21
 F
EB
R
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A
R
Y
20
05
 
–
 
25
 M
A
R
CH
 2
00
5
The 7 reading
texts in the course
book following
the current
syllabus
The tasks and
activities following
the procedure in the
current course book
See Appendix G
25.03.
2005
# 3 Post-questionnaire
(RSQ)
35 Item, 0-5 Likert
Scale
Item 11:
I continue reading even if I
have difficulty.
25.03.
2005
# 4 Interviews Questions related to
the reading strategies
in general.
* What strategies did you use
for the tasks and activities you
did in reading class?
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Table 13
The Sequence and Chronology of the Events for the Experimental Class
Dates - Sequence Component Description Example
09.02
2005 # 1
Pre-questionnaire
(RSQ)
35 Item, 0-5 Likert
Scale
Item 11:
I continue reading even if
I have difficulty.
10.02
2005 # 2 Stimulated Recall
Procedure
The reading text with
ten pauses
What did you think when
you read this sentence?
What strategies did you
use to help you
understand?
22.02
2005
# 3 SIFA 1 +
FEEDBACK#1
 Explicit Instruction
Introductory lesson (text
1 in the coursebook
(CB))
Reading Strategies
Analysis
25.02
2005
# 4 SIFA 2 +
FEEDBACK#2
Explicit instruction
activities (text 2 in the
CB)
* 3-2-1
* STORY MAPPING
01.03
2005
# 5 SIFA 3 +
FEEDBACK#3
Explicit instruction
activities(text 3 in the
CB)
* PQRST
* DEFINITION MAP
08.03
2005
# 6 SIFA 4 +
FEEDBACK#4
Explicit instruction
activities (text 4 in the
CB)
* PQRST
* K-W-L
15.03
2005
# 7 SIFA 5 +
FEEDBACK#5
Explicit instruction
activities (text 5 in the
CB)
* A-B-C-D
* Sum Up Organizer
22.03
2005
# 8 SIFA 6 +
FEEDBACK#6
Explicit instruction
activity (text 6 in the
CB)
* S-P-O-T
24.03
2005
# 9 SIFA 7 +
FEEDBACK#7
Explicit instruction
activity (text 7 in the
CB)
* P-R-E-S-U-ME
25.03
2005
# 10 Post-questionnaire
(RSQ)
35 Item, 0-5 Likert
Scale
Item 11:
I continue reading even if
I have difficulty.
25.03
2005
# 11 Interviews Questions related to the
strategy instruction
activities and strategies
* What strategies did you
remember from the
activities you did in class?
I started entering the quantitative data gathered through the Reading Strategy
Questionnaire using the Statistics Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS 9.05) on
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February 12. After having completed the entry of the data, I calculated the mean
scores of the results for the RSQ on the following day.
In order to reach a deeper understanding of the students’ reading strategy
preferences, I started to analyze the stimulated recall reports of the students as well
as the results from the participant teacher-researcher conferencing. I finished
transcribing student reports on the stimulated recall with 8 students and analyzing
the responses of all of these by March 10.
Data Analysis
The data collected from both the pilot and the actual study were statistically
analyzed using SPSS 9.05. The reliability of the reading strategies questionnaire
employed (Oxford et al, 2004) was calculated and found to be 0.78 using
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of internal consistency.
Comparison between pre- and post-treatment questionnaire (RSQ) results
was computed using t-test analysis, which is “the most frequently used measure in
second language research” (Brown & Rodgers, 2002, p.205). Using t-tests, the mean
scores for pre- and post-treatment questionnaire were compared to evaluate any
significant differences in students’ reported strategy use.
In order to analyze the qualitative data collection from the stimulated recalls,
I first listened to the tape recordings and wrote down the strategies the students
mentioned that they used (see Appendix E). Then, I compared these reported
strategies with the teacher’s ranked list showing the ten strategies she had originally
considered prior to start of instruction. The final focus list of strategies to be taught
in the experimental class was compiled from the analyses above.
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During the 4-week period of strategy instruction, SIFA feedback sheets for
each SIFA done in the class were analyzed to detect any changes in students’
perceptions about reading strategies and their use of these strategies as a result of
instructional sessions. All these feedback notes were compared to the quantitative
data analysis results to attempt to ensure the validity of findings. As Brown states
“combining the qualitative results of interviews and observations with the
quantitative results of a questionnaire might provide a very effective form of
triangulation” (2001, p.231).
Post treatment interviews with the same eight students (who participated in
the stimulated recall procedure) and with an additional eight students (total 16) after
strategy instruction were analyzed using the same procedure as in the early
stimulated recall analysis (Appendices L-O). The results were compared to pre-
interviews to assess students’ reported strategy use after 4 weeks. Three students
from the experimental group were also analyzed as individual case studies.
Conclusion
This chapter on methodology gives general information about the aim of the
study, listing the research questions the researcher attempts to answer. It also
provides information about the participants in the study, instruments used, data
collection procedures, treatment, and data analysis. In the next chapter, the data
analysis done using the above-mentioned statistical methods to answer the research
questions will be presented.
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CHAPTER IV: DATA ANALYSIS
Overview of the Study
This study investigates three aspects of reading strategies: (1) the existing
reading strategies used by university students, (2) those strategies not used but
which apparently matched students’ academic needs, and (3) the effects of reading
strategy instruction on students’ strategy use. The answers to the following
questions are given in the study:
1. What are the reading strategies students report using in the preparatory
program of The Center of Foreign Languages at Çukurova University?
2. Do students become aware of the nature and purpose of reading strategies
when they are taught these in strategy instruction and can they state these?
3. Are students able to apply appropriately specific strategies taught?
4. How does strategy instruction affect students’ strategy use
This study was conducted with the participants of two classes who were
studying English in a one-year intensive preparatory program at the Center of
Foreign Languages, Çukurova University. One group was the control group and the
other group was the experimental group. The experimental group followed four
weeks of treatment (SIFA’s) while the control group followed the current reading
syllabus.
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 The chapter presents the findings about the effects of reading strategy
instruction on students’ strategy use. The data analysis is presented in terms of both
quantitative and qualitative data.
Quantitative Data
The quantitative data for this study was gathered through pre- and post-
treatment questionnaires (Reading Strategy Questionnaire). Items in the
questionnaire were designed on a six point Likert scale and were assessed values
ranging from 0 to 5. The scoring for the statements referring to appropriate
strategies was from Almost never= 0 to Almost Always= 5. The items referring to
inappropriate strategies were reversed scored. The reliability of the questionnaire
was .78 using Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of internal consistency (used in the
study conducted by Oxford et al., 2004, p. 20). In quantitative analysis, descriptive
statistics; independent samples t-tests; paired sample t-tests; and Wilcoxon Matched
Pairs Signed-rank tests were used.
The Results of the Pre-Treatment Questionnaire
Before the treatment started, the pre-treatment questionnaire, Reading
Strategy Questionnaire (RSQ), was given to both groups. The responses were
obtained from 22 students from the control group and 24 from the experimental
group who were about to begin strategy instruction focus activities. Table 14
presents the overall reading strategy use reported in both groups.
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Table 14
Mean Values for Overall Reading Strategy Use (Pre-treatment)
Groups N M sd t Sig.
(two-tailed)
Control 22 2.81 0.38 -1.01 0.32
Experimental 24 2.92 0.35
Note: N = number; M = mean; sd = standard deviation; t: variance; Sig: significance
The responses were classified into three groups on the basis of the mean
scores. There were: 0-1.66= “infrequently used”; 1.67-3.33= “moderately used”;
3.34-5= “frequently used” reading strategies. According to the results in Table 14,
means of both groups showed that students reported that they “moderately used”
reading strategies and there was no significant difference between groups. When
mean scores of two groups were compared using an independent samples t-test, no
significant difference was found between groups on the pre-treatment questionnaire
(Reading Strategy Questionnaire).
The results of the Post-Treatment Questionnaire
The same questionnaire was given after the treatment to both groups. The
participants were 22 from the control group and 24 from the experimental group.
The table shows the overall mean scores of the experimental and the control groups
after the treatment.
Table 15
Mean values for Overall Reading Strategy Use (Post-Treatment)
Groups N M sd t Sig.
(two-tailed)
Control 22 2.8 0.47 -0.56 0.579
Experimental 24 2.93 0.38
Note: N = number; M = mean; sd = standard deviation; t= t value; Sig: significance
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As can be seen from Table 15, after the four weeks of instruction, both
means show that combined reported strategy use was within the “moderately used”
range. No significant difference was found between the control and the experimental
group when mean scores of two groups were compared using an independent
samples t-test,
Comparison of Overall Reading Strategy Use Before and After the Treatment
To determine whether there occurred any changes in the reported individual
reading strategy use between the two groups after the four weeks of strategy
instruction, a Wilcoxon Signed-rank test was computed is shown in Table 16 and
Table 17.
Table 16
Comparison of reading strategy use (The Experimental Group)
EXPERIMENTAL GROUP
Pre Treatment Post Treatment
Item M sd M sd z p
1 4.40 0.91 4.17 1.01 -0.68 0.498
2 3.44 1.76 2.63 1.71 -1.73 0.084
3 2.72 1.77 3.00 1.74 -0.07 0.511
4 1.80 1.80 2.50 1.47 -1.67 0.094
5 3.36 1.68 3.29 1.37 -0.05 0.958
6 2.60 1.61 2.25 1.36 -1.19 0.233
7 2.48 1.36 2.67 1.46 -0.38 0.706
8 2.20 1.61 3.04 1.52 -1.84 0.066
9 1.00 0.96 1.50 1.02 -1.49 0.136
10 2.00 1.53 2.21 1.41 -0.38 0.706
11 3.12 3.12 3.42 1.18 -0.64 0.523
12 4.28 1.02 3.96 1.19 -1.18 0.237
13 3.24 2.03 2.29 1.73 -1.45 0.149
14 1.68 1.49 2.75 1.19 -2.63 0.009*
15 3.64 1.47 3.83 1.17 -0.55 0.583
16 2.20 1.50 2.46 1.38 -0.29 0.774
17 3.76 1.16 3.71 1.46 -0.06 0.951
18 3.60 1.26 3.21 1.53 -0.94 0.345
19 2.12 1.36 2.00 1.22 -0.21 0.833
20 1.96 2.07 2.71 1.85 -1.28 0.202
21 1.92 2.12 2.46 1.38 -1.01 0.311
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22 3.88 1.30 3.58 1.44 -0.62 0.533
23 4.00 1.32 3.75 1.15 -1.61 0.543
24 3.60 1.41 2.79 1.47 -1.91 0.056
25 2.40 1.76 3.17 1.31 -1.60 0.111
26 4.32 0.99 3.67 1.17 -2.13  0.033*
27 3.64 1.80 3.46 1.38 -0.57 0.570
28 4.12 1.17 3.58 1.25 -1.62 0.104
29 1.96 1.69 2.46 1.77 -0.78 0.433
30 3.04 1.46 2.58 1.21 -1.41 0.158
31 3.16 1.31 3.17 1.17 -0.17 0.864
32 1.64 1.98 2.08 1.69 -0.77 0.439
33 3.08 1.58 2.83 1.55 -0.58 0.564
34 2.96 1.69 2.92 1.72 -0.03 0.970
35 3.36 1.55 2.75 1.33 -1.40 0.162
Note: M= mean; sd= standard deviation, z= Wilcoxon signed-test value, p= significance value
The results in Table 16 shows there is not a significant difference between
pre and post treatment questionnaire results in the experimental group. However,
there is a significant increase in item 14 (skip unknown words) and a significant
decrease in item 26 (go back to previous sentence in trouble) (p<0.05).
Another analysis involved whether or not the experimental groups’ reported
strategy use differed in terms of rank of frequency of use between pre and post
questionnaire.  In order to make the analysis, the students’ reportedly used strategies
on the pre and post questionnaire were ranked from “most frequently used” to
“infrequently used” considering the means for each strategy item. The two rank
orders from pre and post treatment questionnaires were compared by computing
Spearman rho. When the two rank orders of strategy use was compared, no
significant correlation was found (rho= 0.118, p= 0.746) between the ranks of pre
and post questionnaires. According to the analysis of pre and post-treatment
questionnaire results for the control group, there was no significant difference
within the groups, with the exception that the mean of item 25 (try to understand
without translating into Turkish) showed an increase while the mean of item 23
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(read aloud the entire text) showed a decrease (p<0.05). The results are shown in
Table 17 below.
Table 17
Comparison of Reading Strategy Use (The Control Group
CONTROL GROUP
Pre Treatment Post Treatment
Item M sd M sd z p
1 3.59 1.14 3.55 1.29 -0.06 0.954
2 3.27 1.39 3.00 1.45 -0.75 0.450
3 2.82 1.44 3.36 1.29 -1.31 0.189
4 2.00 1.31 2.68 1.32 -1.61 0.106
5 3.05 1.39 3.50 1.19 -0.94 0.345
6 2.64 1.36 1.86 1.28 -1.86 0.062
7 2.23 1.45 2.23 1.48 -0.00 1.000
8 2.23 1.34 2.23 1.15 -0.22 0.822
9 1.36 1.09 1.27 0.98 -0.26 0.790
10 2.50 1.10 3.05 1.25 -1.31 0.189
11 3.00 1.02 3.23 1.45 -0.61 0.540
12 4.36 0.85 4.18 0.79 -0.93 0.352
13 3.59 1.22 3.00 1.27 -1.80 0.071
14 2.64 1.33 2.68 1.36 -0.09 0.924
15 3.77 1.06 3.18 1.40 -1.65 0.098
16 2.09 1.69 2.50 1.63 -0.90 0.371
17 3.77 1.06 3.82 1.09 -0.10 0.916
18 3.41 1.22 3.91 1.02 -1.00 0.316
19 2.55 1.14 2.45 1.29 -0.04 0.967
20 1.95 1.49 1.86 1.25 -0.38 0.701
21 1.59 1.56 1.82 1.29 -0.61 0.539
22 3.64 0.90 3.41 1.05 -0.91 0.364
23 3.73 1.03 3.05 1.21 -2.13 0.033*
24 3.09 1.51 3.23 1.31 -0.15 0.877
25 2.64 1.36 3.41 1.09 -2.03 0.041*
26 3.50 0.91 3.45 1.06 -0.03 0.977
27 3.05 1.39 2.82 1.33 -0.66 0.509
28 4.09 0.97 3.55 1.18 -1.45 0.147
29 1.82 1.53 2.00 1.48 -0.47 0.642
30 2.59 0.91 3.00 1.23 -0.92 0.357
31 2.95 1.25 3.36 1.33 -1.05 0.292
32 2.18 1.33 2.36 1.71 -0.30 0.764
33 2.32 1.17 2.59 1.53 -0.46 0.639
34 2.36 1.65 2.41 1.33 -0.07 0.940
35 2.27 1.35 2.36 1.49 -0.12 0.902
Note: M= mean; sd= standard deviation, z= Wilcoxon signed-test value, p= significance value
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In order to find whether or not the control groups’ reported strategy use also
differed in terms of rank of frequency between pre and post questionnaire, the
students reported strategy use items on the pre and post questionnaire were ranked
from “most frequently used” to “infrequently used” considering the means for each
strategy item. When the two rank orders of means of strategy use were compared by
computing Spearman rho, no significant correlation was found (rho= 0.118, p=
0.746) between the ranks of pre and post questionnaires.
Comparison of Mean Scores of Strategies in the Teacher’s Strategy Preference List
Before the four weeks of strategy instruction started, the participant teacher
ranked 10 reading strategies from the questionnaire (RSQ) in order of her perception
of instructional importance. This strategy list showed the reading strategies that the
participant teacher expected the experimental group to use more frequently after the
treatment. Table 18 presents the teacher’s strategy preference for the treatment.
Table 18
The Participant Teacher’s List of Reading Strategies for Instruction Ranked by
Importance
Reading strategies:
11. continuing reading even if you have difficulty
17. guessing meaning using clues from the text
29. skip sentences not understood
35. summarizing the text with own words
32. writing down key words
16. dividing words into parts for meaning
15. connecting background knowledge to the text
25. understanding the meaning without translating the text into Turkish
21. marking important parts
33. figuring out the main idea of each paragraph
The experimental group students’ mean scores of these strategies before and
after the treatment (according to responses on the RSQ) were compared using the
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Wilcoxon Signed-rank test.  The table below shows the analysis result of Wilcoxon
Signed-rank test.
Table 19
Student Pre-Treatment/Post-Treatment RSQ Response Means For The 10 Strategy
Items Listed As Most Important By The Teacher
Pre Treatment Post Treatment
M sd M sd z p
Experimental Group
N= 24
2.78 0.79 2.97 0.57 -1.47 0.139
Note: M= mean; sd= standard deviation, z= Wilcoxon signed-test value, p= significance value
No significant pre-treatment/post-treatment difference was found within the
experimental group according to the Wilcoxon Signed-test results. The students’ use
of the strategies included in the teacher’s list of preference strategies did not show
any increase in use as the teacher had expected.
Qualitative Data
The qualitative data for this study was gathered by conducting stimulated
recall procedures with selected students (N=8) before treatment, by conferencing
with the participant teacher (N=1) in a structured meeting before treatment and by
interviewing a number of students including those who participated in the pre-
treatment stimulated recall procedure (N=16) after treatment. The experimental
group feedback sheets (see Instruments section in Chapter III, Methodology)
completed after each strategy instruction focus activity (SIFA’s) were used to
support the qualitative data. Also, three case studies were analyzed in a descriptive
way by considering three students’ responses throughout the study. In this chapter,
the qualitative data analysis is given in five sections: (1) analysis of stimulated
recall procedure, (2) conferencing with the participant teacher before treatment, (3)
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results of experimental group students’ SIFA feedback sheets, (4) interview analysis
of students after treatment, and (5) three case studies.
Analysis of Stimulated Recall Procedure
Reading strategies used by the subjects were identified through an analysis
of the transcribed stimulated recall sessions. The existing reading strategies of the
subjects emerged from students’ reports during these sessions.
The actual stimulated recall procedure is explained in the Instruments section
in Chapter III, Methodology. Below the steps the researcher followed to analyze the
transcriptions from the stimulated recall procedure are presented.
The steps to analyze stimulated recall results were as follows:
1) Transcribing the stimulated recall procedure for each subject
2) Identifying the strategies that subjects reported ‘using’ and ‘not using’
3) Coding the strategies as ‘before’, ‘during’, and ‘after’ reading strategies
4) Computing the frequencies of the strategies
5) Developing strategy profiles for the control and the experimental group
The stimulated recall reports were first transcribed completely (see
Appendix L for samples of Stimulated Recall transcriptions). Then the Turkish
transcriptions were translated into English (see Appendix M). To ensure reliability,
a colleague was asked to translate the transcribed data from one of the subjects. No
discrepancies that might cause loss of meaning were found.
After overall reading of the transcriptions, certain patterns and categories
emerged from the data. Key remarks were segmented by underlining words,
expressions, or sentences that signaled reading strategies. Reading strategies that
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students reported ‘not using’ were also determined and categorized according to the
students’ responses.
The following sample demonstrates how strategies were determined from the
students’ responses. The ellipses indicate pauses by the subjects. The student in this
selection below is reflecting on what he thought while he was reading the body of
the text.
Sample (Erol): Here... nobody is sure about their nightmares.... there
are theories. I already predicted that it would talk about these
theories. The introduction... from the beginning of a
paragraph... the beginning of a paragraph tells us what the
paragraph is going to be about. I thought about these things
here... what else? Nightmares... I thought about myself
again... When do I have nightmares?
Commentary * checking prediction
* using the first sentence of the paragraphs to infer what the
passage will be about
* recalling background information
* connecting the background knowledge to the text
After the strategies were identified and coded, the frequencies for each
strategy were identified. The resulting clusters of reading strategies reported in the
stimulated recall procedure were summarized for both the control and the
experimental groups. The charts reveal the reading strategies reported ‘used’ and
reported ‘not used’ by the subjects (see Appendix E).
Using the stimulated recall reports, ten total reported reading strategies were
identified in the experimental group and nine total reported reading strategies were
identified in the control group. In addition, three strategies were reported ‘not used’
in the experimental group while nine strategies were reported as ‘not used’ in the
control group. These self-reported strategies were categorized under three headings
as ‘before reading strategies’, ‘during reading strategies’, and ‘after reading
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strategies’ by the researcher. Table 20 lists all the strategies reported used with the
frequency of use.
As Table 20 illustrates, the students in both the control and the experimental
group reported using almost the same strategies before reading. However, the
students in the control group reported additionally using the strategy “connecting
background knowledge to the text” while the students in the experimental group
reported additionally “using the first sentence of the paragraphs to infer what the
passage will be about”.
Table 20
Reading Strategies that are Reported ‘Used’ in the Stimulated Recall Procedure
    Strategies Reported ‘Used’
    by the Control Group (N=4)
          Strategies Reported ‘Used’
          by the Experimental Group (N=4)
BEFORE READING
• Questioning the text (1)
• Using the title to predict the
content of the text (1)
• Recalling background
information (2)
• Making predictions (2)
• Connecting background
knowledge to the text (4)
• Questioning the text (1)
• Using the title to predict the
content of the text (3)
• Recalling background
knowledge (3)
• Making predictions (3)
• Using the first sentence of the
paragraphs to infer what the
passage will be about (3)
WHILE READING
• Rereading for meaning (1)
• Connecting background
knowledge to the text (1)
• Checking predictions (2)
• Rereading for meaning (1)
• Connecting background
knowledge to the text (4)
• Checking predictions (1)
• Using text features (1)
AFTER READING
• Summarizing with own words
(1)
• Visualizing the text in mind to
aid comprehension (1)
Note: Numbers in brackets indicate the frequency of reporting
          N= 8
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According to Table 20 students in both groups have a similar profile of
“before” reading strategies. The control group reported using strategies 10 times
while the experimental group reported using strategies 13 times.
It seems that ‘while reading strategies’ in both groups were also the similar,
with the exception of the students in the experimental group reporting one additional
strategy in the category: “using text features”. Both groups reported the same three
strategies while reading: “rereading for meaning,” “connecting background
knowledge to the text,” and “checking predictions”.
These strategies were used four times by students in the control group and
seven times by those in the experimental group. The number and the frequency of
reported strategy use in ‘after reading’ were the same in both groups, but students
reported using different strategies (see Table 20).
  Thus, before any treatment, it appears that both groups had almost the same
reading strategy profiles, reporting similar strategies in each category. Minor
differences in strategy reporting in the groups might be due to the individual
differences of students.
When reported strategies in the stimulated recall procedure were compared
with the results of pre-treatment questionnaire responses, a certain number of
strategies were reported ‘used’ in both cases. For example, item 1 in the
questionnaire “use title to predict contents” was among the strategies reported
frequently used in the questionnaire, with the mean scores of 3.59 for the control
group and 4.4 for the experimental group. This reading strategy was also reported
‘used’ in the stimulated recall by the subjects from both groups. Table 21 shows the
reading strategies reported ‘used’ both in the pre-treatment questionnaire (RSQ) and
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in the stimulated recall procedure. The most frequently used strategies from the
questionnaire (RSQ) are included in the table with their respective item numbers. A
plus sign (+) means the strategy was reported ‘used’ in both the questionnaire and
during the stimulated recall procedure.
Table 21.
Reading Strategies that are Reported Frequently Used According to the
Questionnaire Results And Stimulated Recall (+)
Reading Strategies Control
Group
Mean scores
Experimental
Group
Mean Scores
1. use title to predict contents 3.59  + 4.4  +
2. consider text type 3.27 3.44  +
5. pay attention to the beginning and the
end of each paragraph
3.04 3.36  +
12. change reading speed depending on
difficulty
4.3 4.2
13. read aloud difficult parts of a text 3.59 3.29
15. link the content with what I already
know
3.64  + 3.77  +
17. guess meaning using clues from the
text
3.77 3.76
18. guess meaning using information about
the topic
3.4 3.6
22. go over difficult parts several times 3.63 3.88
23. read aloud entire text 3.72 4
24. make a picture in mind about the text 3.09 3.6  +
26. go back to previous sentences 3.5  + 4.32  +
27. follow the line with finger or pen 3.04 3.6
28. use slashes to divide a sentence
grammatically
4.09 4.12
35. summarize text in own words 2.27  + 3.36
As can be seen from Table 21, eight reading strategies were reported
frequently used according to the questionnaire, but were not reported as used during
the stimulated recall procedure. These items follow:
12. change reading speed depending on difficulty
13. read aloud difficult parts of a text
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17. guess meaning using clues from the text
18. guess meaning using information about the topic
22. go over difficult parts several times
23. read aloud entire text
27. follow the line with finger or pen
28. use slashes to divide a sentence grammatically
The students in both groups reported using seven strategies out of a total of
15 appearing both in the questionnaire and during the stimulated recall procedure.
Items 12, 13, 23, 27 and 28 were neither reported by the students in the stimulated
recall nor observed by the researcher while they were reading and responding to the
text. The subjects might not consider these strategies as reading strategies. None of
the subjects reported items 17 and 18 (“ guessing items”) ‘used’ although the text
used in the stimulated recall required two guessing meaning questions.
The strategies that were reported ‘not used’ by the subjects in the stimulated
recall procedure are shown in Table 22.
Table 22
Reading Strategies That are Reported Not Used in the Stimulated Recall Procedure
Strategies Reported Not Used
by the Control Group (N=4)
Strategies Reported Not Used
by the Experimental Group (N=4)
BEFORE READING
• Making predictions (1)
• Using the title what the to predict
the content of the text (1)
• Making predictions (1)
WHILE READING
• Considering the text type (1)
• Connecting one part of a text to the
other (1)
• Guessing meaning using clues from
the text (1)
• Marking important parts (1)
• Considering the text type (1)
AFTER READING
• Summarizing with own words (1)
• Organizing ideas / paraphrasing (1)
• Summarizing with own words
(1)
Note: Numbers in brackets indicate the frequency of reporting
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Some strategies were reported ‘used’ by some students and were also
reported ‘not used’ by other subjects. The reason may again be individual
differences of the students. For instance, although three students in the experimental
group reported  using “making predictions” as ‘before reading’ strategies (see Table
20), one student reported that s/he did not use that strategy (see Table 22). Also, one
student reported “summarizing” as a ‘used’ strategy while another student reported
it as a ‘not used’ strategy. Similarly, one student in the experimental group reported
“summarizing” as ‘not used’ strategy, although this strategy was one of the
“frequently used” strategies in the results of the questionnaire analysis (with a  mean
score of 3.36 for the experimental group). Pre-treatment questionnaire item 2,
“consider text type” was also one of the frequently used reading strategies reported
(with a mean score of 3.27 for the control group, 3.44, for the experimental group);
however, this strategy was reported ‘not used’ by the subjects from both groups in
the stimulated recall procedure. The subjects in the control group reported more
reading strategies ‘not used’ (total 8) compared to those reported “not used” by the
subjects in the experimental group (3).
The overall reading strategy profiles of the control and the experimental
groups show that students in both groups had similar profiles in reported strategies
used. However, the control group reported more strategies ‘not used’ than the
experimental group. All students knew some specific strategies but reported they did
not use them. The researcher profiled students’ use of strategies according to their
reports from the stimulated recall procedure and from the perspective of the
participant teacher. The following section presents the results of the researcher –
teacher conferencing.
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Teacher – Researcher Conferencing Results
The analysis of stimulated recall procedure and pre-treatment questionnaire
(RSQ) were discussed with the participant teacher. The teacher was given a list of
strategies showing the reading strategies reported ‘used’ and ‘not used’ by the
students according to both the questionnaire and stimulated recall analysis. The
teacher ranked ten strategies in order of importance that she expected to use in her
strategy instruction in the experimental treatment. (see Table 18).
The participant teacher’s strategy preference list seemed parallel to the
strategies that students reported ‘not used’ in the stimulated recall procedure.
“Guessing meaning using clues from the text,” “summarizing the text with own
words,” “writing down key words,” and “marking important parts” were among the
strategies reported ‘not used’ by the students. However, the strategy, “continuing
reading even if you have difficulty” was the teacher’s first priority in instruction,
because she reported that the students usually quit reading when the text was
difficult or long. Two other strategies in the teacher’s list, “skip sentences not
understood” and “understanding the meaning without translating the text into
Turkish” were related to this issue because the students usually spent a lot of time
trying to understand every bit of the text or tried to translate it into Turkish. Lastly,
the participant teacher also reported that “connecting background knowledge to the
text” and “dividing words into parts for meaning” were among the strategies that
students could not use effectively in reading.
The SIFA’s in the treatment were designed to meet the learning priorities of
the teacher and the needs of the students according to the analysis discussed above.
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Besides these, the participant teacher’s reports helped the researcher outline the
order and the number of the strategies presented in the treatment.
Experimental Group Students’ SIFA Feedback Sheet Results
As part of the treatment, the experimental group completed SIFA feedback
sheets at the end of each Strategy Instruction Focus Activity (SIFA) included in the
instruction (see Table 11 for a sample section of SIFA Feedback Sheets). On the
feedback sheets 1-4, the students checked (1) “the strategies they have learned”, (2)
“the strategies that are important”, and (3) “the strategies they think they will use on
their own out of class”. The students were also asked to write their reasons for their
responses on the feedback sheets. These reflections were intended to give students
an awareness of the nature and the use of reading strategies. The SIFA feedback
sheets helped the researcher gain insight into the effect of the treatment on students’
awareness of the reading process.
The data from the feedback sheets was analyzed in terms of the most
frequent reported strategies students chose for the three main categories in the sheets
and the common points raised in students reasons for choosing those particular
strategies.
The Strategies That Students Reported They Have Learned
The students’ responses were tabulated by frequency. Since the number in
the experimental class varied during 4 weeks due to absences, there were some
differences between the frequencies of feedback reports. Table 23 shows the most
frequent reported strategies that students chose for six SIFA’s. The numbers in
brackets show the number of the students reporting the same strategy.  These
numbers represent totals from all respondents to the first six feedback sheets.
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Table 23
Students’ Responses to the First Category in the SIFA Feedback Sheets
STRATEGIES I HAVE LEARNED IN THIS LESSON
Students’ opinion
* summarizing with own words (41)
* identifying main idea without reading in detail (26)
* making predictions (23)
* questioning the text (20)
* skimming the text (11)
* recalling background information (6)
* selective reading (4)
* previewing (4)
* guessing meaning using clues from the text (4)
Note: Numbers in brackets indicate the frequency of reporting
As the Table 23 illustrates, “summarizing with own words” was the most
frequent reading strategy reported from 1- 6 SIFA’s, with 41 responses reporting the
strategy used. The second most frequently reported strategy was “identifying main
idea without reading in detail” (26 responses s). The other reading strategies
students reported that they had learned were “making predictions” (23 responses),
“questioning the text” (20 students), “skimming the text” (11 students), “recalling
background information” (6 responses), “previewing” (4 responses), “guessing
meaning using clues from the text” (4 responses), and “selective reading” (4
responses).
The Strategies That Are Important
After having been introduced to some strategies in each SIFA, students were
also asked to decide which strategy(ies) was/were important to them. The purpose
of this section was to let students evaluate the strategies and find the most
appropriate ones for their reading purposes. The students’ ideas were important
because they needed to become aware of the appropriate strategies for different
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purposes in reading and how to use them. The most frequently reported reading
strategies for each SIFA are reported in Table 24. The Table presents the strategies
and the number of times reported in brackets.
Table 24
Strategies Identified as “Important” by the Students on Feedback Sheets
THE STRATEGIES THAT ARE IMPORTANT
Students’ opinion
* summarizing with own words (48)
* identifying main idea without reading in detail (29)
* making predictions (19)
* questioning the text (14)
* previewing (13)
* recalling background information (12)
* skimming the text (12)
* connecting one part of a text to the other (11)
* organizing ideas in the text (11)
* guessing meaning using clues from the text (4)
Note: Numbers in brackets indicate the frequency of reporting
As can be seen from the table, 48 students indicated “summarizing with own
words” was the most important reading strategy. 29 responses reported the strategy
“identifying main idea without reading in detail” as the most important strategy.
“Making predictions” was the most important reported strategy in 19 responses, and
12 responses reported “questioning the text” as the most important reading strategy.
Even though the latter strategy was reported ‘used’ by the students from both groups
in the stimulated recall procedure and it was not part of the pre-treatment
questionnaire (RSQ), it was included in the strategy instruction focus activities by
the researcher since it is one of the reading strategies that “good readers” use
(Carrell, 1999; Oxford et al. 2004; Stoller, 2000). “Previewing” was valued in 13
responses, “”recalling background information” in 12 responses, “organizing ideas
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in the text” and “connecting one part of a text to the other” in  11 responses , and
“guessing meaning using clues from the text” in  4 responses.
The Strategy That I will Use on My Own out of Class
This section asked the students to choose strategies that they would feel
comfortable using when the teacher was not available. This section was designed to
raise students’ consciousness about using the reading strategies. The strategies most
frequently reported by the students and the numbers of students noting these are in
the following table. This category was included in SIFA feedback sheets 1-4 (see
Appendix J)
Table 25
Strategies That Students Can Use Independently
THE STRATEGIES THAT I WILL USE ON MY OWN
Students’ opinion
* identifying main idea without reading in detail (17)
* making predictions (16)
* summarizing with own words (15)
* questioning the text (8)
* rereading for a purpose (5)
* taking notes (3)
* organizing ideas in the text (3)
Note: Numbers in brackets indicate the frequency of reporting
As the table illustrates, 17 responses reported that they would feel
comfortable using “identifying main idea without reading in detail”. Sixteen
responses  reported that they would feel comfortable using “making predictions”.
During the SIFA’s, students were not only introduced to and practiced reading
strategies, but they also started to use them independently. The other reading
strategies that students reported that they would feel comfortable using were
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“summarizing with own words”, “questioning to the text”, “rereading for a
purpose”, “taking notes” and “organizing ideas in the text” respectively.
The feedback sheets for SIFA’s 5 and 6 had a different section called “the
strategy I need to practice more” in order to help the researcher redesign the SIFA’s
in the future (see Appendix J). This section had two advantages for the researcher,
one was to provide guidance in designing the activities and the other was to focus
analysis on the instructional process and students’ views. The strategies reported by
the students for this section were “summarizing with own words” with 11 responses,
“identifying main idea without reading in detail” with 4 responses, and “making
predictions” with 3 responses. Most of the students did not answer this part perhaps
because most of them became comfortable using reading strategies during the
treatment or felt the activities provided them with enough practice.
Considering the overall results of the SIFA feedback sheets, the students
showed agreement by reporting using similar strategies in each feedback session. At
the last feedback session, they were given a list of strategies that were taught during
four weeks of treatment, and they completed the sections based on the list. The
following sub-section presents the overall results of that last feedback sheet.
The Overall SIFA Feedback Sheets
The experimental group completed the last SIFA feedback sheet (7) considering the
reading strategies included in SIFA’s and the usefulness of strategy instruction as a
whole. Table 26 presents the overall results of feedback sheet 7. The numbers in
brackets indicate the number of students reporting the same strategy.
Considering SIFA feedback sheets 1-6, students reported all the strategies as
‘learned’ in the last feedback sheet, although the number of students was different as
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can be seen from Table 26. The following table compares students’ reported
strategies “learned” during feedback sheets 1-6 and students’ reported strategies in
feedback sheet 7.
Table 26
Comparison of Students’ Opinion on Strategies Reported ‘Learned’ According to
the SIFA Feedback Sheets
STRATEGIES I HAVE LEARNED IN
THIS LESSON
Students’ opinion (Feedback Sheets 1-6)
STRATEGIES I LEARNED
DURING FOUR WEEKS
Students’ opinion (Feedback Sheet 7)
* summarizing with own words (41)
* identifying main idea without reading
in detail (26)
* making predictions (23)
* questioning the text (20)
* skimming the text (11)
* summarizing with own words (13)
* identifying main idea without
reading in detail (15)
* making predictions (15)
* questioning the text (10)
* skimming the text (16)
* recalling background information (6)
* * selective reading (4)
* continuing reading even if you have
difficulty (12)
*previewing (4)
* guessing meaning using clues from the
text (4)
* previewing (13)
* guessing meaning using clues from
the text (15)
* rereading for a purpose (12)
* connecting background knowledge
to the text (11)
* connecting one part of a text to the
other (10)
* marking important parts (9)
Note: Numbers in brackets indicate the frequency of reporting
 As can be seen from the table, the students reported additional strategies in
the last feedback sheet, probably because they were given a list to check and could
be reminded of all the strategies taught in class.
Also, five strategies from the participant teacher’s list seemed to be covered
during the instruction period according to the student reports as shown in this table.
“Continuing reading even if you have difficulty,” “guessing meaning using clues
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from the text,” “summarizing the text with own words”, “connecting background
knowledge to the text,” and “marking important parts” were priority items on  the
participant teacher’s list. After the treatment, the students seemed to be aware of
most of these strategies and reported that they had learned them during the 4 weeks
of treatment (see the teacher’s list in Table 18).
The strategies reported ‘important’ during the SIFA feedback sheets 1-6
were almost repeated in the last feedback sheet with the exception of one strategy:
“guessing meaning using clues from the text”. Students reported two additional
strategies ‘important” in the last feedback sheet: “connecting background
knowledge to the text” and “continuing reading even if you have difficulty”.
Table 27
Comparison of Students’ Opinion on Strategies Reported ‘Important’ According to
the SIFA Feedback Sheets
THE STRATEGIES THAT ARE
IMPORTANT
Students’ opinion (Feedback sheets 1-6)
THE STRATEGIES THAT ARE
IMPORTANT
Students’ opinion (Feedback sheets 7)
* summarizing with own words (48)
* identifying main idea without reading
in detail (29)
* making predictions (19)
* summarizing with own words (7)
* identifying main idea without reading
in detail (6)
* making predictions (8)
* questioning the text (14)
* previewing (13)
* recalling background information (12)
* skimming the text (12)
* questioning the text (5)
* previewing (2)
* recalling background information (5)
* skimming the text (10)
* connecting one part of a text to the
other (11)
* organizing ideas in the text (11)
* guessing meaning using clues from
the text (4)
* connecting one part of a text to the
other (1)
* organizing ideas in the text (3)
* connecting background knowledge to
the text (5)
* continuing reading even if you have
difficulty (4)
Note: Numbers in brackets indicate the frequency of reporting
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For the last part in feedback sheet 7, students were asked to evaluate the 4
weeks of treatment in terms of usefulness (see Appendix J). 15 students out of 24
reported that they found the SIFA’s useful; four students reported that they found
the SIFA’s very useful. On the other hand, three students reported that they could
not benefit from the treatment, and two students reported they found the SIFA’s not
useful.
The student responses to the open-ended item, “Reasons for choosing this
strategy” (SIFA feedback sheets 1-4) reveal that the treatment not only helped
students raise their awareness of reading strategies, but also to help them understand
the texts better and more easily. They also started to evaluate their own performance
in reading. These comments by students were analyzed below in terms of common
points raised.
Better Reader: On their choices in the feedback sheets, students were asked
to write the rationale behind their strategy choices in SIFA’s. Most of the students
reported that the strategies they learned in that particular lesson helped them set
goals for reading, understand the text better, do the tasks more easily, get the main
idea better, and interpret what they have read more easily. As the following quoted
excerpts from the student feedback sheets reveal, students reported that their reading
had improved:
I understand the difficult texts better.
I understand the idea better.
I understand the text better and I organize what I have read in the text easily.
The strategies help me do the reading task better.
I can understand the text easily and interpret it better.
76
The strategy (summarizing with own words) helped me identify the main
idea easily.
(taking notes while reading) The strategy helped me answer the questions
easily.
(questioning the text) It helped me create some ideas about the topic before I
read.
(questioning the text) I have some idea before I read the text, and then I
compare what I have read with my ideas.
The strategies help me understand the text and make interpretations about it
better.
Because I set a goal for reading with questions in my mind, the text doesn’t
look unfamiliar.
When I have questions in mind, I try to find the answers while reading.
Saves Time: One of the most important problems reported by both the
students and the participant teacher was that students spend too much time reading
details, and sometimes they give up due to these details in texts. In student
comments, there is evidence that strategies helped them in terms of saving time and
effort. Some students reported that they could understand the text without spending
too much time on details.
I can understand the text without reading in detail.
(summarizing with own words) It saves time and I can understand the text
easily.
I do not spend much time on unknown words, I can identify the main idea.
(asking questions to the text) I know where to focus on and understand the
text easily.
I can focus on important parts of the text, not everything and understand the
text easily.
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Self-evaluation: Evaluating task success is one reading strategy that good
readers use (Grabe and Stoller, 2002; Oxford et al. 2004). Students in the treatment
group seemed to begin to evaluate their performance during reading according to the
comments below:
I evaluate whether I have understood the text or not.
(summarizing with own words) I can see whether I have understood the main
things in the text or not.
I can evaluate whether I have understood the main idea or not.
I organize my ideas and evaluate my comprehension.
I can see the missing parts and then reread for meaning again.
I visualize what I read in the text and evaluate whether I have understood or
not.
Interviews with the students after the treatment give a much clearer idea
about the effects of SIFA’s on students’ perception of reading strategies and the
reading process. The next section presents the results of interviews with students
from both groups.
Post Treatment Interview Results
The interviews after the treatment focused on three main questions: (1) what
are the reading strategies that can be used before reading a text?, (2) what are the
reading strategies that can be used during reading a text?, and (3) what are the
reading strategies that can be used after reading a text?. Both groups of students
answered these questions while the students in the experimental group were referred
to the SIFA’s included in the instruction. Since the students in the experimental
group had 4 weeks of treatment, they were also asked to compare themselves as
readers before and after the treatment.
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This section presents the results in four subsections: (1) the reported ‘before’
reading strategies by the students in both groups, (2) the reported ‘during’ reading
strategies by the students in both groups, (3) the reported ‘after’ reading strategies
by the students in both groups, and (4) the comparison of reading process before and
after the treatment by the students in the experimental group.
The Reported “Before” Reading Strategies by the Students
The student interview results illustrate the differences between the
experimental group and the control group after the treatment although they had
similar reading strategy profiles before the treatment (see Table 20). Table 28 below
shows the reported ‘before’ reading strategies by the students in both groups. The
numbers in brackets indicate the number of students reporting the same strategy.
Table 28
 ‘Before’ Reading Strategies Reported By The Students in Post-Treatment
Interviews
‘Before’ Reading Strategies Reported
 by the Experimental Group
         ‘Before’ Reading Strategies
          Reported by the Control Group
BEFORE READING
• Recalling background
knowledge (7)
• Using the title to predict the
content of the text (5)
• Previewing the text (7)
• Recognizing vocabulary  (3)
• Reading comprehension
questions (5)
• Setting a purpose for reading (4)
• Asking questions to the text (4)
• Keeping a purpose (1)
• Making predictions (8)
• Skimming (2)
• Recalling background (1)
• Using the title to predict content
of the text (4)
• Previewing the text (1)
• Recognizing key words in the
text  (1)
• Reading comprehension
questions first (6)
• Setting a purpose (1)
Note: Numbers in brackets indicate the frequency of reporting
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As can be seen from Table 28, the students in both groups had in common
six strategies for ‘before’ reading a text, however, the students in the experimental
group seemed to be more aware of the strategies (31 times) and use them more often
than the students in the control group (14 times). The experimental group also
reported four additional strategies for ‘before’ reading, which were among the
strategies that “good readers” use according to the literature (Stoller, 2000;Oxford et
al., 2004; Aebersold & Field, 1997; Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995 in Singhal, 2001).
“Asking questions to the text,” “making predictions,” and “keeping a purpose for
reading” were important to have a goal  for reading and keep that goal in mind
during the reading process. According to the analysis shown in Table 30, the
experimental group had started to become aware of and use more strategies for
‘before’ reading after the treatment. The students in the experimental group had
reported only 5 useful strategies in the ‘before reading’ section before the treatment:
“asking questions to the text,” “using the title to predict the content of the text,”
“recalling background information,” “making predictions,” and “connecting
background knowledge to the text” (see Table 20). After the treatment, there both
occurred an increase in the frequency of those reporting these strategies, and there
six additional strategies were reported for the same section: “previewing the text,”
“recognizing vocabulary,” “reading comprehension questions,” “setting a purpose,”
“keeping a purpose,” and “skimming”.
The Reported “While” Reading Strategies by the Students
The strategies reported by the students from both groups after the treatment
for ‘while’ reading strategies seemed to have two features compared to the reported
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strategies before the treatment.  Table 29 shows ‘while’ reading strategies reported
by the students in both groups in the post-treatment interview.
Table 29
 “While” Reading Strategies Reported by the Students in both Groups in the Post-
Treatment Interview
“While Reading” Strategies Reported
by the Experimental Group
“While Reading” Strategies Reported
by the Control Group
WHILE READING
• Skimming the text (5)
• Identifying the main idea
without spending too much time
on difficult parts (7)
• Guessing vocabulary (6)
• Rereading for comprehension
(4)
• Visualizing the text in mind (1)
• Underlying some parts (4)
• Setting a purpose (3)
• Recalling background
information (5)
• Keep the purpose in mind while
reading (3)
• Evaluating performance (3)
• Monitoring comprehension (3)
• Questioning the text while
reading (1)
• Recognizing key words (2)
• Taking notes (2)
• Paraphrasing the main idea of
each paragraph (1)
• Checking predictions (6)
• Visualizing the text (1)
• Paraphrasing (1)
• Understanding the text without
translating word by word (2)
• Connecting background
knowledge to the text (2)
• Skipping unknown vocabulary
(2)
• Continue reading despite having
difficulty (2)
• Skimming (1)
• Identifying the main idea
without spending too much time
on difficult parts (1)
• Guessing vocabulary (2)
• Rereading for comprehension
(5)
• Visualizing the text (1)
• Underlying some parts (2)
• Setting a purpose (2)
• Recalling background
information (1)
• Making predictions (1)
• Using the first sentences of
paragraphs to predict the
paragraph (1)
• Selective reading (2)
• Looking up a dictionary (for
each word) and write their
meanings on the unknown words
(1) *
• Reading the text from the
beginning to the end without a
purpose (1) *
Note: Numbers in brackets indicate the frequency of reporting
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First, as Table 29 shows both groups reported far more strategies than they
did before. Before the treatment, there were three strategies in common reported by
both groups: “rereading for comprehension,” “connecting background knowledge to
the text,” and “checking predictions” (see Table 20). Besides those three, the
experimental group reported the strategy “using text features” before the treatment.
After the treatment, the experimental and the control group reported eight
common ‘while’ reading strategies, one of which was also reported in the pre-
treatment stimulated recall procedure: “rereading for comprehension”. The control
group reported five additional ‘while’ reading strategies, two of which had a star
indicating that those strategies were not among the strategies that are said to be used
by the good readers (see Table 29). The experimental group, on the other hand,
reported 14 additional strategies after the treatment, which supports the idea that the
strategy instruction had a positive impact on the strategy repertoire of the students.
Although they reported that they had only four ‘while’ reading strategies before the
treatment, they reported 21 ‘while’ reading strategies after the treatment.
Second, the treatment group also showed a difference in terms of the
frequency of reporting strategies used compared to the control group. For the
common eight strategies, the number of responses reporting these strategies used in
the control group was 15 while this number was 34 responses for the experimental
group. Thus, more students were more aware of these ‘while reading’ strategies in
the experimental group than in the control group.
The Reported “After” Reading Strategies by the Students
Table 30 illustrates the reported “after reading” strategies used by the
students in both groups. “After reading” strategies reported by both groups seemed
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to have five common strategies, although the frequency of reporting those strategies
were different in both groups (18 responses in the experimental and 8 responses in
the control).
Table 30
“After Reading” Strategies Reported by the Students in the Post Treatment
Interview
 “After Reading” Strategies Reported
by the Experimental Group
“After Reading” Strategies Reported by
the Control Group
AFTER READING
• Summarizing with own words
(7)
• Organizing ideas (4)
• Rereading for comprehension
(2)
• Evaluating task performance (3)
• Guessing unknown vocabulary
(2)
• Identifying the main idea of the
text (2)
• Visualizing the text in mind (1)
• Outlining  (1)
• Paraphrasing some parts (1)
• Summarizing what have read (in
mind) (1)
• Organizing ideas (2)
• Rereading for comprehension
(3)
• Evaluating task performance  (1)
• Guessing unknown vocabulary
(1)
Note: Numbers in brackets indicate the frequency of reporting
Compared to the control group, the experimental group reported four more
strategies that they used ‘after’ reading a text: “identifying the main idea of the
text,” “visualizing the text in mind,” “outlining,” and “paraphrasing some parts” as
shown in Table 32.  Both groups had reported only one ‘after reading’ strategy
before the treatment, although these were different strategies (see Table 20). It can
be concluded that the students in both groups had more strategies after 4 weeks,
which might be due to language improvement over time. However, the students in
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the experimental group seemed to have become more aware of these strategies,
indicated by the frequency of reported use strategies.
When the reading strategies included during the four-week strategy
instruction were considered (see Table 5 in Chapter III, Methodology), all the
strategies in the list and 4 subsidiary strategies seemed to be reported ‘learned’ by
the students in the experimental group according to the analysis of post-treatment
interviews.
Comparison of the Reading Process Before and After the Treatment
The students in the treatment group were also asked to compare themselves
as readers before and after the treatment and to report the differences, if any. Four
students reported that they had become better readers, and they described
themselves as more comfortable in reading. Two students reported that they became
more conscious while reading, and two reported that they started to read faster than
they did before. The following excerpts from the interviews reveal that the strategy
instruction helped them improve their reading.
(Selin): Personally speaking, I learned reading strategies that I can use on
my own, I mean, our approach to a reading text was very different. For
example, we insisted on trying to understand every word in the text, or if
we could not understand a word we thought that we could not
understand the whole text. However, now we know that these things were
not very important, it is important to understand the whole idea, because
we can identify the main idea of a paragraph. We feel confident about it.
(Ganimet): The biggest difference related to the reading strategies, … I read
faster, … at the beginning, for instance, I was afraid of what I would read in
the lesson, but now I don’t have a fear like that. I read the text, I do the
tasks on my own, I underline important parts of the text and I, myself,
decide on these things, I can do everything myself. That is the big
difference, and I have learned that I should express what I understand
from the text, … I know that I need to study more on that issue, I try focus
on expressing my thoughts. That’s all.
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(Inci): My reading style had changed a lot now, …, I mean, for example in
the past I immediately started to read the text, but now I do a lot of
things before I read the text, I read the title, the task questions, and the
other things, because I believe that these things work. My reading
changed after the instruction; even I became a better reader.
(Müzeyyen): I do the reading tasks better now, for example, in the past I
ignored the comprehension questions, but now first of all I read the
questions, I answer the comprehensions better than I did, of course,
because I have a purpose for reading.
Three Case Studies
This section is organized around three students from the experimental group
and their reports on reading strategies and reading strategy instruction focus
activities (SIFA’s). The Stimulated Recall Procedure carried out before treatment,
SIFA Feedback Sheets, and post treatment interviews were the main data sources,
which were analyzed in terms of students’ reports and responses throughout the
study. All data is explained through the researcher’s comments and are supported by
extracts from the case study data.
Case 1: Ganimet
Ganimet is a Preparatory School student studying English to continue her
education in The Faculty of Business and Administrative Studies.
According to the pre treatment questionnaire results (RSQ), she
“moderately” used reading strategies because her overall mean score was 3.28
before the 4 weeks of instruction had started. Also, before the treatment, her
Preparatory School Achievement Test Reading Section grade was 6.5 out of 15. In
the stimulated recall, she reported that she used reading strategies that she also used
regularly in reading in Turkish. She also reported using six specific reading
strategies. During this procedure, she did not identify any strategies as being not
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used. Table 31 summarizes the analysis of her responses during the stimulated recall
procedure.
Table 31
Strategies Reported “Used” by Ganimet during the Stimulated Recall
BEFORE READING WHILE READING AFTER READING
* Using the title to predict
the content of the text
* Recalling background
knowledge
* Making predictions
* Using the first sentence
of the paragraphs to infer
what the passage will be
about
* Connecting background
knowledge to the text
* Visualizing the text in
mind to aid
comprehension
SIFA Feedback Sheets Analysis
During the six weeks of strategy instruction, she attended almost all the
classes, missing only SIFA 5.
Learned Strategies: As the analysis of her feedback sheets revealed, she
learned more strategies during these SIFA’s, and she practiced the strategies she
reported “used” in the stimulated recall procedure. According to the analysis of her
SIFA feedback sheets, she reported learning nine strategies while reviewing five of
the six strategies she had reported using earlier.
Important Strategies: Ganimet also reported eight strategies as “important”
on her feedback sheets during four weeks. Some strategies were reported more than
one time, as in the “learned section” of the feedback sheets. Table 32 below presents
the analysis of her feedback sheets. The strategies reported “used” during both the
stimulated recall procedure and the feedback sheets are in bold. The strategies
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reported more than one time were indicated with the numbers in brackets showing
the frequency of reporting.
Table 32
The Analysis of Strategies Reported by Ganimet during Feedback Sheets
STRATEGIES I LEARNED STRATEGIES THAT ARE IMPORTANT
• Summarizing with own words (3)
• Questioning the text
• Identifying the main idea without
reading in details (4)
• Continue reading despite having
difficulty (2)
• Previewing (2)
• Making predictions
• Connecting background
knowledge to the text
• Skipping unknown words
• Underlying important parts in text
• Recognizing key vocabulary
• Organizing ideas in text
• Summarizing with own words (2)
• Questioning the text (3)
• Identifying the main idea without
reading in details
• Continue reading despite having
difficulty
• Previewing (2)
• Making predictions (2)
• Connecting background knowledge
to the text
• Connecting one part of a text to the
other
Note: The numbers in brackets refer to the frequency of reporting.
As can be seen from the table, she reported seven strategies “learned” and
“important” during the instruction period.
Use Strategies Independently: Also, she reported five strategies that she
would use without the teacher’s help: “questioning the text,” “connecting one part
of a text to the other,” “skipping unknown words,” “identifying the main idea
without reading in details,” and “previewing”.
 Lastly, she reported one strategy that she had problems using: “summarizing
with own words”, although she reported that strategy as both “learned” and
“important” on her feedback sheets.
Post Treatment Interview Analysis
In her responses in the post treatment interview, she reported using a total of
16 strategies; nine of these had been identified as learned strategies on the feedback
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sheets (see Table 34). Eight additional reading strategies were added at the time of
the post treatment interviews.
A brief history of the strategies Ganimet reported using during the time of
the study is summarized in the figure below.
Figure 2. Ganimet’s Overall Reported Strategy Profile
STIMULATED RECALL PROCEDURE
SIFA FEEDBACK SHEETS
POST TREATMENT INTERVIEWS
 Using the first sentence of the paragraphs
to infer what the passage will be about
 Using the title to predict
 Skipping unknown words
 Reading comprehension questions first
 Setting a purpose for reading
 Rereading for comprehension
 Keeping the purpose in mind while reading
 Evaluating task success
Connecting
background
knowledge
to the text
 Organizing ideas in text
 Recognizing key vocabulary
 Summarizing with own words
 Questioning the text
 Identifying the main idea
without reading in details
 Continue reading despite
having difficulty
 Underlying important parts in
text
 Previewing the text
Making
predictions
 Recalling
background
information
 Visualizing the
text in mind
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As can be seen from Figure 2, she reported six strategies that she had “used”
during the stimulated recall procedure, and she reported 11 strategies “used” during
the treatment period on her feedback sheets. At the end of the 4 weeks of
instruction, she reported familiarization with 16 strategies used in reading.
According to the analysis of her responses in the post treatment interview,
three main aspects of the impact of the treatment are raised: time, reading
performance, and transferring strategies to other skills.
Time: Ganimet reports that she reads the texts and completes the tasks faster
than she did before treatment. She does not spend time on trying to understand each
word in the text, and she can identify the main idea skimming the text. The extracts
below support her perceptions about reading strategies after the treatment.
(I)T: So you mean that we should have a goal for reading, right?
Ganimet: Yes. First we should skim the text and try to understand what
the text is about. Otherwise you read without having a
purpose, but if you read the tasks before you read, you can
understand the text better, and you also save time.
(II)T: If you compare yourself, as a reader, before and after
treatment, can you identify any differences?
Ganimet: (Ganimet): The biggest difference related to the reading
strategies, … I read faster, … at the beginning, for instance, I
was afraid of what I would read in the lesson, but now I don’t
have a fear like that. I read the text, I do the tasks on my own,
I underline important parts of the text and I, myself, decide on
these things, I can do everything myself….
Reading Performance: Ganimet’s reading style and reading performance
have improved according to her responses in the interview. She can be identified as
a strategic reader because she can decide on the strategies she will use in a text, she
can identify the needs she will face in future, and she does not quit reading even if
the texts are long or complex.
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(III)T:  Do you think that you can use some specific strategies without
the teacher’s help?
Ganimet: Yes, for example, let’s say there are statements and we have
to match these statements with the paragraphs in the text. I
first read these statements before I read the text so I have an
idea what the text might be about. When I read the text it
is easier to understand the main points in the text.
(IV)T: Well, have you said that “I need to practice some specific
strategies more”?
Ganimet: For example, as I said before, organizing what we have read
with our own words, for instance, that strategy is important
because we need to express what we understand from the text
with our own words. The other tasks, like matching or so on,
these are not very difficult from now on, but we need to
practice summarizing, paraphrasing, or retelling something
with our own words. These are more useful for us.
(V)T: Do you think that you can use these strategies when you go to
your department?
Ganimet: Yes, sure. For example, the strategy, “summarizing with
own words” is useful for the examinations in future. I think
I will use “summarizing with own words,” “skimming the
text,” and “not spending time on each word,” in my
departmental texts.
(VI)T: If the text is too long or complex, do you say that “I do not
want to do this task so I quit here”?
Ganimet: No, I do not give up from now on.
Transferring Strategies To Other Skills: Ganimet reports that the strategies
she has learned to use in a text during treatment can be transferred to other texts,
and even to L1 reading, and other skills. This is obvious from her responses below.
(VII)T: Do you think “making predictions” was useful?
Ganimet: Yes, it was very useful in the texts. For example, I can use
some strategies in different tasks and I do not leave it in
that specific text, and also in other tasks. for instance, I
mean, not only in reading texts in English, but I also use
them in reading articles in a Turkish newspaper, first I
skim it, and try to guess what it might be about, and then read
it.
(VIII)T: Do you think you can use these strategies in other contexts?
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Ganimet: I think, I can, because, as I said before, I can use them even
when I read a Turkish newspaper. I skim it, then I add my
own ideas, and if I know strategies suitable for that text I try
to do it. I mean I try to use them in every contexts, if I
know that the strategies will help me with it.
The general profile of Ganimet is summarized in Table 33.
Table 33
General Profile of Ganimet
Instrument Results Comments
Reading Strategy
Questionnaire
Pre: mean= 3.28
Post: mean= 3.71
Moderately use
Frequently use
Reported
Strategy Use
Stimulated Recall (Pre): 6
SIFA Feedback Sheets: 11
Post Interview: 16
6 strategies used also in reading L1
2 strategies from Stimulated Recall
2 strategies from Stimulated Recall
9 strategies from SIFA Feedback sheets
Achievement
Test Reading
Section Test
Results:
Pre: 6.5 / 15
Post: 15 / 15
(43%)
(100%)
 As can be seen from the Table 33, Ganimet has improved her reading in
terms of three aspects. First, according to the results of the post treatment
questionnaire, Ganimet’s mean score for overall strategy use can be defined as
“frequently use” strategies because her mean score was 3.71 after the treatment.
Second, Ganimet’s strategy repertoire has been broadened during the study. She
reported using 16 strategies in the post treatment interview, eight of which were
targeted in the SIFA’s. The strategies she reported using also matched most of the
strategies on the participant teacher’s list. Lastly, her reading grade after the
treatment has also improved. Before treatment, she got 6.5 out of 15 from The
Preparatory School Achievement Test Reading Section (43% successful), but after
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treatment her grade was 15 out of 15 from The Preparatory School Achievement
Test Reading Section (100% successful).
Case 2. Selin
Selin is a Preparatory School student studying English to continue her
education in The Faculty of Business and Administrative Studies.
The pre treatment questionnaire means score of Selin was 3.4. Her strategy
use can be defined as “frequently use” according to that score. Her Preparatory
School Achievement Test Reading Section grade was 6 out of 15. The table below
summarizes the analysis of her responses during the stimulated recall procedure.
Table 34
Strategies Reported by Selin during the Stimulated Recall
Strategies “Used” Strategies “Not Used”
* Using the titles to infer what the text
might tell
* Recalling background knowledge
* Making predictions
* Connecting background knowledge to
the text
* Considering linking words
As can be seen from Table 34, Selin reported using four strategies and
reported not using only one strategy during the stimulated recall procedure.
SIFA Feedback Sheets Analysis
During the four weeks of strategy instruction, she attended classes until
SIFA 5, missing SIFA classes 6 and 7. Her strategy responses to SIFA feedback
sheets can be summarized in three categories: “learned,” “important,” and “use
independently”.
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Learned Strategies: As the analysis of Selin’s responses on SIFA feedback
sheets revealed, she learned five new strategies during the 4 weeks of instruction
and practiced three strategies she had reported before.
Important Strategies: Selin reported eight strategies as “important” on the
SIFA feedback sheets, and six of them were also reported learned. Table 35
summarizes the analysis of her feedback sheets. The strategies reported “used”
during both the stimulated recall procedure and the feedback sheets are in bold. The
strategies reported more than one time were indicated with the numbers in brackets
showing the frequency of reporting.
Table 35
The Analysis of Strategies Reported by Selin during Feedback Sheets
STRATEGIES I LEARNED STRATEGIES THAT ARE IMPORTANT
• Identifying the main idea without
reading in details (3)
• Summarizing with own words (2)
• Making predictions (2)
• Skimming (2)
• Recalling background
information
• Previewing
• Connecting background
knowledge to the text
• Recognizing key vocabulary
• Identifying the main idea without
reading in details
• Summarizing with own words
• Making predictions
• Skimming
• Recalling background information
• Previewing
• Connecting background knowledge
to the text
• Checking predictions while reading
Note: The numbers in brackets refer to the frequency of reporting.
As Table 35 presents, she reported seven of eight strategies “important” on
her SIFA feedback sheets. She has also started to use “identifying the main idea
without reading in details” and identifies this strategy as important, although during
the stimulated recall, she had reported that she spent too much time on translating
everything into Turkish in reading. In addition, she had not reported any strategies
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for “after reading” during the stimulated recall, however, she has also started to use
“summarizing with own words” as can be seen in the table.
Use Strategies Independently: According to her reports on SIFA feedback
sheets, Selin can use two strategies on her own: “identifying the main idea without
reading in details” and “skimming”. Although she identified five new strategies as
“learned” and eight strategies as “important”, she is comfortable using only two of
them on her own.
Selin reported only one strategy that she had problems using and needed
more practice on, “summarizing with own words”.
Post Treatment Interview Analysis
In the post treatment interview, Selin reported using a total of 20 strategies;
five of these had already been identified as learned strategies on her SIFA feedback
sheets (see Table 35). 14 additional reading strategies were added at the time of the
post treatment interview. Figure 3 summarizes the brief history of strategies that
Selin reported throughout the study.
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Figure 3. Selin’s Overall Reported Strategy Profile
STIMULATED RECALL PROCEDURE
                                                                            SIFA FEEDBACK SHEETS
                                                    POST TREATMENT INTERVIEWS
 Using the title to predict
 Recognizing key
vocabulary
 Identifying the main
idea
without reading in
details
 Previewing the text
• Skipping unknown words
• Skimming
• Checking predictions while reading
• Questioning the text
• Guessing unknown words
• Organizing ideas / outlining what have read
• Reading comprehension questions first
• Setting a purpose for reading
• Rereading for comprehension
• Keeping the purpose in mind while reading
• Evaluating task success
 Connecting
background
knowledge to the text
 Recalling background
Information
 Making predictions
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In the interviews, she did not report using the strategy “summarizing with
own words” as can be seen from the figure. One reason might be that she still
needed practice for “summarizing with own words”. She also did not report using
“considering linking words”, which was the strategy she had also reported not using
during the stimulated recall before treatment. These two strategies might be
strategies that she has not started to feel comfortable using.
As the figure indicates, she reported using four strategies during the
stimulated recall before the treatment and reported eight strategies “learned” during
the treatment period on her SIFA feedback sheets. At the end four weeks of strategy
instruction, she reported 20 strategies used in reading, which shows that she has
broadened her strategy repertoire.
According to the analysis of Selin’s responses in the post-treatment
interview, three aspects of the treatment were raised: time, reading performance and
self-awareness.
Time: Selin responses in the post treatment interview revealed that she has
improved her reading, especially in terms of time. Although she had reported that
she spent time on translating each word into Turkish while reading in the stimulated
recall procedure, she now reported that she could read faster since she did not
translate and tried to understand the main idea.
(I)T: Have you noticed anything different in your reading style now?
Selin: As I said before, “identifying the main idea without reading in
details”, because I wasted time in reading, quizzes or
examinations in the past, but now I try to understand the main
idea without translating into Turkish, because identifying what the
text says is more important and word by word translation.
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Reading Performance: Selin reported that she has improved her reading
through the SIFA’s and she is better at reading than she was before. She says she
understands better now and she has learned a lot. The short extracts from her
responses during the interview reveals that she has benefited from the SIFA’s as a
reader.
(I)Selin: I mean, my reading has improved after I participated in this
study, it really helped me, for example, I had only one correct
answers out of 5 in the past, but now I generally answer the
questions correctly, only one incorrect answers or any.
(II)Selin: Personally speaking, I learned reading strategies that I can
use on my own, I mean, our approach to a reading text was very
different. For example, we insisted on trying to understand every
word in the text, or if we could not understand a word we thought
that we could not understand the whole text. However, now we know
that these things were not very important, it is important to
understand the whole idea, because we can identify the main idea of a
paragraph. We feel confident about it
Self-Awareness: Selin has also become more aware of reading strategies
according to her reports in the interview. She uses various strategies to succeed in a
task. She knows what she is doing. The following are short extracts from her
responses to the questions in the post treatment interview.
(III)Selin: What kind of things I consider while reading? First of all, while
reading a text I read it with a purpose. I mean I am not talking
about reading a novel or reading a short story, I mean, … if there is a
task, I try to guess what kind of questions can be asked for that
particular text.
T: In other words, you mean for comprehension.
Selin:  Yes, I read for comprehension, I am not talking about reading a
novel. That’s why I ask questions like “What kind of questions can
be asked?” “ which parts of the text will help me to answer the
questions?”… these things really helped me . There are key words
for example, I skip the others and try to get the meaning from these
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key words, if I don’t know some words, I guess their meanings from
the content. I consider these things.
The table below summarizes the general profile of Selin throughout the
study.
Table 36
General Profile of Selin
Instrument Results Comments
Reading Strategy
Questionnaire
Pre: mean= 3.4
Post: mean= 3.34
Frequently use
Frequently use
Reported Strategy Use Stimulated Recall (Pre): 4
SIFA Feedback Sheets: 8*
Post Interview: 20*
3 strategies from
Stimulated Recall
3 strategies from
Stimulated Recall
3 strategies from SIFA
Feedback sheets
Preparatory School
Achievement Test
Reading Section:
Pre: 6/15
Post: 10/15
(40%)
(66.6%)*
As Table 36 shows, Selin has shown improvement in reading in terms of
reading performance and reading strategy repertoire. There is no change in her
strategy use according to the pre and post treatment questionnaire (RSQ) results,
both of the mean scores reveal that she “frequently” uses reading strategies (pre
treatment mean= 3.4, post treatment mean= 3.34). However, she has learned 19
reading strategies, seven of which were targeted in the SIFA’s (see Table 9). Selin’s
reported strategies also largely matched the teacher’s strategy preference ranked list
of importance (see Table 23). Selin’s general reading performance has also
improved, since she was 66.6% successful in the Preparatory School Achievement
Test Reading Section although she had been only 40% successful before treatment.
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Case 3. Harika
Harika is a Preparatory School student studying English to continue her
education in The Faculty of Business and Administrative Studies.
Before the fours weeks of instruction, the pre treatment Reading Strategy
Questionnaire results revealed that Harika “moderately” used strategies in that her
overall mean score was 3.02. Also, her Preparatory School Achievement Test
Reading Section grade was 6 out of 15 (40% successful). In the stimulated recall
procedure before treatment, she reported using five reading strategies and not using
three strategies. Table 37 below summarizes the analysis of her responses during the
stimulated recall procedure.
Table 37
Strategies Reported “Used” by Harika during the Stimulated Recall
Strategies “Used” Strategies “Not Used”
• Using the title to predict the content
of the text
• Recalling background knowledge
• Using the first sentence of the
paragraphs to infer what the passage
will be about
• Connecting background knowledge
to the text
• Making predictions
• Writing down notes
• Paraphrasing
• Summarizing with own words
SIFA Feedback Sheets Analysis
During the four weeks of strategy instruction, she attended all the classes and
completed all SIFA feedback sheets. The analysis of Harika’s SIFA feedback sheets
is presented in three subheadings: “learned,” “important,” and “independent using”.
Learned Strategies: Harika reported on her SIFA feedback sheets that she
learned 10 new reading strategies and practiced three strategies which she had
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reported using during the stimulated recall procedure. Among the strategies reported
“not used” previously reported by Harika, she started to use “summarizing ideas
with own words” and she reported this strategy “learned” on five SIFA feedback
sheets.
Important Strategies: Harika reported six strategies “important” on her
feedback sheets during the four treatment weeks. Four of these strategies were also
reported “learned” by Harika. The table below summarizes Harika’s responses on
SIFA feedback sheets. The strategies reported “used” during both the stimulated
recall and on the feedback sheets are in bold. The strategies reported more than one
time are indicated with the numbers in brackets showing the frequency of reporting.
Table 38
The Analysis of Strategies Reported by Harika during Feedback Sheets
STRATEGIES I LEARNED STRATEGIES THAT ARE IMPORTANT
Connecting background knowledge
to the text
Summarizing with own words
Skimming
Making predictions
Organizing ideas in the text
Recalling background knowledge
Previewing
Identifying main idea without
spending too much time on details
Setting goals for reading
Underlying important parts
Rereading for meaning
Evaluating task success
Recognizing key vocabulary
Connecting background knowledge to the
text (2)
Summarizing with own words (2)
Skimming (2)
Making predictions
Writing down notes
Questioning the text
Note: The numbers in brackets refer to the frequency of reporting.
As can be seen from the table, Harika reported 13 strategies “learned” and
six strategies “important”. The strategy, “writing down notes” was reported “not
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used” during the stimulated recall procedure before treatment, however, Harika
identified this strategy as “important” during responses on her feedback sheets. She
also reported the strategy “questioning the text” important on her SIFA feedback
sheets although she did not report that she had learned it.
Use Strategies Independently: Although Harika reported that she had learned
a total of 13 strategies on her SIFA feedback sheets, she reported two strategies that
she would use without teacher’s help: “summarizing with own words” and
“recalling background information”. During the four weeks of instruction, she was
introduced to new strategies and she reported most of them “learned”.
Harika also reported that she needed more practice in “making predictions”
and “summarizing with own words”. Although she did not use the strategy,
“summarizing with own words” according to her responses during the stimulated
recall before treatment, she later identified this strategy as “learned,” “important,”
and “using without teacher’s help”.
Post Treatment Interview Analysis
 After the four weeks of instruction, Harika reported using 17 strategies in
the post treatment interview; 11 of them were also identified as learned strategies on
the SIFA feedback sheets (see Figure 4), two of them were among the strategies she
reported using during the stimulated recall procedure (see table 37) and four
additional strategies were added at the time of the post treatment interviews.
A brief history of the strategies Harika reported using during the time of the
study is summarized in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Harika’s Overall Reported Strategy Use
        STIMULATED RECALL PROCEDURE
SIFA FEEDBACK SHEETS
POST TREATMENT INTERVIEW
As can be seen from the figure, although Harika reported in the stimulated
recall procedure that she did not use “writing down notes” and “summarizing with
 Using the first sentence of the
paragraphs to infer what the passage
will be about
 Setting goals for reading
 Previewing
 Recognizing key
vocabulary
 Questioning the text
 Skimming
 Identifying the main
idea without reading in
details
 Summarizing with own
words
 Organizing ideas
 Rereading for meaning
 Writing down
important parts
 Evaluating task success
 Checking predictions
 Monitoring predictions
 Guessing vocabulary
 Understanding the main idea without translating into Turkish
 Connecting
background
knowledge to
the text
 Making
predictions
 Recalling
background
knowledge
Using the title to
predict the
content of the
text
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own words”, she started to use two of three strategies (see Table 39). She reported
using five strategies during the stimulated recall before treatment and reported using
13 strategies during the treatment period on her SIFA feedback sheets. At the end of
the 4 weeks of instruction, she reported using 17 strategies. The following section
summarizes Harika’s responses in the post treatment in three subsections: better
reading, more comfortable, and self-awareness.
Better Reading Strategies: Harika reported that she benefited from SIFA
activities during the 4 weeks and she has improved her reading. She compared
herself as a reader before and after treatment and she identifies herself as a better
reader now. The following are from her reports in the post treatment interview.
(I)T: Making predictions or guessing vocabulary helped you in reading in
terms of time, right?
Harika: Yes, for example before these activities, although I read the text
twice, sometimes I couldn’t understand anything. But now I can
recognize key words easily and I can guess their meanings using
the clues in the text. These were really helpful for me.
(II)T: What about the tasks in your books? Do you have any problems
doing them after these activities?
Harika: No, the tasks in the books are easier to do now. Because these
tasks are not about the details in texts, I do them even without
looking back to the texts.
More Comfortable: Harika says that she is more comfortable with reading
now and she does not spend a lot of time with unknown words or details in texts.
Harika: As I said before, “mapping,” “summing up,” and “making
predictions” were really helped me feel confident about the texts,
because I feel as if I know something about the text.
Self-Awareness: According to her responses during the post treatment
interview, Harika reported that she started to decide on the strategies to use in a
particular text. She became aware of which strategies were helpful and which are
suitable for a task.
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Harika: We have studied various strategies in class. We decided on the
strategies for the tasks, for our purpose, I mean we chose the
strategies that are useful for us to do the tasks. We tried them and
then saw what worked.
Table 39 below presents the general profile of Harika.
Table 39
General Profile of Harika
Instrument Results Comments
Reading Strategy
Questionnaire
Pre: mean= 3.02
Post: mean= 3.14
Moderately use
Moderately use
Reported Strategy
Use
Stimulated Recall (Pre): 5
SIFA Feedback Sheets: 13
Post Interview: 17
3 strategies from Stimulated Recall
3 strategies from Stimulated Recall
10 strategies from SIFA Feedback
sheets
Achievement Test
Reading Section
Pre: 6/15
Post: 12.5/15
(40%)
(83.3%)
Considering the overall profile of Harika, it is obvious that there is no noted
change in strategy use before and after treatment. The post treatment questionnaire
mean score (3.14) is defined as “moderate strategy use” similar to her pre treatment
strategy use (pre treatment questionnaire mean=3.02). However, her repertoire of
reading strategies has improved according to Harika’s responses both during the
treatment on the SIFA feedback sheets and in the post treatment interview.
Although she reported using only five strategies before the treatment, she reported
using 17 strategies after the treatment. Among these strategies, she also started to
use the strategies she had reported “not using” during the pre treatment stimulated
recall procedure. As can be seen from the table, she also improved her reading
performance according to her grades before and after treatment. She was 40%
successful before treatment (Achievement Test Reading Section grade: 6 / 15),
however, she was more successful (83 % successful – 12.5 out of 15) on the
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Preparatory Achievement Test Reading Section after the treatment. Harika’s
responses in the post treatment interview also revealed that she has become more
conscious and comfortable in using reading strategies during the 4 weeks of
instruction.
In sum, according to three case studies, Ganimet, Selin, and Harika, the
SIFA activities were helpful and useful for them in terms of broadening their
strategy repertoire, awareness of reading process and reading performance. All
subjects have started to use new strategies in reading, and they all have learned
almost all strategies which were both targeted in the SIFA’s and seen as important
by the participant teacher. They have become better and faster readers, and more
comfortable in reading. As well they have started to become aware of the use and
the importance of reading strategies. All subjects have improved their reading
performance and got higher grades on the Preparatory Achievement Test Reading
Section following SIFA treatment. This section presented a descriptive analysis of
three cases from the experimental group in terms of their use of reading strategies as
determined by three different measures – Stimulated Recall Procedure, SIFA
Feedback Sheets and Post-treatment Interviews.
Conclusion
This study investigated three aspects of reading strategies: (1) the existing
reading strategies used by students at the Center of Foreign Languages, Cukurova
University, (2) those strategies apparently not used but which apparently matched
students’ academic needs  in reading, and (3) the effects of strategy instruction on
students’ strategy use. The Strategy Instruction Focus Activities (SIFA’s) were the
core of the study, which was implemented for four weeks in the experimental group.
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Neither group showed significant changes in strategy use according to the
quantitative data gathered through pre and post questionnaires (Reading Strategy
Questionnaire). Mean scores for both groups showed that both groups had similar
reading profiles before and after treatment. The significant difference in strategy
repertoire and reading strategy use was found in the analysis of qualitative data
which was gathered through a pre treatment stimulated recall procedure, SIFA
feedback sheets during treatment, post treatment interviews, and three case studies.
These results imply that strategy instruction can have a positive impact on students’
strategy repertoire, students’ awareness of the reading process, and students’ use of
reading strategies. Three case studies also revealed that strategy instruction can be
effective on students’ reading performance in terms of improving time, self-
awareness, and reading success. This study also showed that students’ attitudes
towards reading moved in a positive direction.
106
CHAPTER V: CONCLUSIONS
Introduction
This study investigated three aspects of reading strategies: (1) the existing
reading strategies used by university students, (2) those strategies not used but
which apparently matched students’ academic needs, and (3) the effects of reading
strategy instruction on students’ strategy use. This study was conducted with two
groups of Pre-Intermediate level students studying English at The Center of Foreign
Languages (YADIM), Çukurova University. One of the groups was the control and
the other group was the experimental group. The experimental group studied the
Strategy Instruction Focus Activities (SIFA’s) during four weeks of treatment while
the control group followed their current reading syllabus.
This chapter includes the findings and discussion, pedagogical implications,
limitations of the study and suggestions for further research.
Findings and Discussion
The results of descriptive statistics compiled before treatment showed that
students in both groups reported that they “moderately” used strategies and there
was no significant difference between groups, which revealed that both groups had
similar reading strategy profiles. The students in the experimental group used 13
strategies “frequently” while the students in the control group used 10 strategies
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“frequently” and both groups “frequently” used nine strategies in common before
the four weeks of treatment had started.
According to the results of the stimulated recall procedure, both groups had
similar reading strategy profiles before treatment, which supported the descriptive
statistical results. The experimental group reported using 10 strategies while the
control group reported using nine, seven of which were common in both groups.
Besides, the control group reported not using eight strategies while the experimental
group reported only three strategies as not used.. Two strategies were identified as
“not used” by both groups before treatment (see Table 22).
After treatment, the results of the Wilcoxon Signed-rank test showed non-
significant changes in overall reported strategy use according to the post
questionnaire results. The data analysis indicated that both groups also “moderately”
used strategies after four weeks of instruction. This was also supported by the result
of the analysis of three cases (Ganimet, Selin, and Harika). Two students (Selin and
Harika) “moderately used” strategies before and after the treatment. However, one
student (Ganimet) started to use strategies “frequently” according to the results of
post-treatment questionnaire results.
There was no significant difference between pre and post questionnaire
results in the control group. However, a significant increase in one strategy
(understanding without translating into Turkish) and a significant decrease in
another strategy (read aloud the entire text) were found in the control group.
Similarly, no significant difference was found between the pre and post
questionnaire results in the experimental group after the four weeks of reading
strategy instruction. A significant increase in one strategy (skip unknown words)
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and a significant decrease in another strategy (go back to previous sentence in
trouble) were found in this group. Ranked means of pre and post questionnaires
were compared, and no significant correlation was observed between pre and post
treatment questionnaire results. The mean scores of pre and post questionnaire
varied independently. This might indicate that the subject responses were somewhat
more random than had been anticipated and suggests that subject reports of strategy
use may not be particularly reliable.
The Wilcoxon Signed-rank test results showed that no significant difference
was found between the mean scores of 10 reading strategies in the teacher’s strategy
preference list before and after treatment in the experimental group although a slight
increase can be seen in the means (M=2.78 before the treatment, M=2.97 after the
treatment).
According to the results of pre and post questionnaire results, there was no
correlation between student reported strategy use and the ten strategies defined as
most important by the teacher for either the control or the experimental group.
However, use of these ten strategies was higher in the experimental group
considering the student responses in the experimental group responses in the post
treatment interview. This might again reveal that student responses in the pre and
post questionnaire were not as reliable as those in the post treatment interview.
Although no significant difference was found between the profiles of reading
strategy use of both groups according to the pre and post questionnaire results, the
analysis of the experimental group student SIFA feedback sheets results showed that
the experimental group broadened their reading strategy repertoire during the four
weeks of instruction. Three students (Ganimet, Selin, and Harika) also identified
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more strategies as “learned” on their SIFA feedback sheets compared to their reports
in the stimulated recall procedure before the treatment.
The experimental group reported that they learned a total of 17 strategies, 13
of which were new strategies to them. Similarly, according to the analysis of three
cases, Ganimet reported 11 strategies (9 new), Selin reported 8 strategies (5 new),
and Harika reported 13 strategies (10 new) as “learned” on their SIFA feedback
sheets.
Among the 17 learned strategies, the experimental group identified nine of
them as “important” with two additional reading strategies introduced to them
during treatment (see Table 24). Students in the experimental group also reported
that the strategies they had learned during treatment helped them become better
readers in terms of setting goals for reading, understanding the texts better, doing
the tasks more easily, getting the main idea better, and interpreting what they have
read more easily according to their responses to open ended sections of the SIFA
feedback sheets. Their comments also revealed that strategies helped them to read
faster. According to the SIFA feedback sheets responses, the experimental group
also seemed to begin to evaluate their task success during the reading process. As
the analysis of students’ responses showed, the experimental group became more
aware of the reading process and use of reading strategies than the control group.
Although the results of both the pre treatment questionnaire and stimulated
recall procedure revealed that both groups had a similar reading strategy profile
before treatment, the analysis of the post treatment interview results show that the
experimental group reported using more strategies than the control group did. For
“before” reading strategies, the experimental group reported using 10 strategies
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while the control group reported using six strategies, which were among the
strategies that the experimental group also reported using. Although they seemed to
have strategies in common, the frequency of reporting these strategies was higher in
the experimental group (31 times) than in the control group (14 times) which
revealed that the students in the experimental group were more aware of the use of
strategies after treatment.
Both groups reported using far more strategies (the experimental group
reported 22, the control group reported 13 strategies) than they reported before the
treatment period. They reported using eight strategies in common. However, the
frequency of reporting those common strategies was higher in the experimental
group (35 times) than in the control group (15 times) which showed that the
experimental group seemed to become more aware of using  reading strategies. The
control group reported two strategies: “looking up in a dictionary for each unknown
word” and “rereading the text from beginning to the end without a purpose” which
were not identified as effective strategies that good readers use (Aebersold &
Fielding 1997, Pressley & Afflerbach 1995 in Singhal 2001; Oxford et al., 2004;
Stoller, 2000).
Although both groups reported (pre-treatment) only one strategy for “after”
reading, both groups reported using more “after” strategies at the end of four weeks
of the strategy instruction period. The experimental group reported using nine
strategies and the control group reported using five strategies “after” reading. The
same five strategies were reported by both groups, however, the frequency of
reporting these strategies was higher in the experimental group (18) than that in the
control group (8). Besides, the experimental group also reported four additional
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strategies, which revealed that they also broadened their repertoire of strategies for
“after” reading (The control Group reported five strategies; the experimental group
reported the same five plus additional four strategies).
As the analysis of three cases revealed, Ganimet, Selin, and Harika started to
use more strategies that they reported using before the treatment had started.
According to their responses in the post treatment interviews, Ganimet reported
using 16 strategies (14 new), Selin reported using 20 strategies (17 new), and Harika
reported using 17 strategies (14 new) as they were interviewed after four-weeks of
instruction, which supported that the treatment might have a positive impact on their
awareness of the use of reading strategies.
The analysis of the post treatment interview showed that the experimental
group started to use all strategies that were targeted in the SIFA’s after the four
weeks of instruction. The teacher’s strategy list of ten strategies (ranked by her
perceived importance) contained strategies seemingly used by the students in the
experimental group. Three cases, Ganimet, Selin, and Harika also learned and
started to use almost all strategies which were both targeted in the treatment and
listed by the participant teacher in terms of importance.
The experimental group’s responses to questions in the post treatment
interview revealed that the students in that group became better readers, faster in
completing reading tasks, more comfortable in using reading strategies and more
aware of use of and importance of reading strategies. The analysis of three cases
also revealed that the treatment (the SIFA activities), were helpful and useful for
Ganimet, Selin, and Harika in terms of broadening their strategy repertoire, being
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comfortable and faster in reading, becoming more aware of reading process and use
of reading strategies.
Overall, the study showed that students in both groups seemed to have
similar reading strategy profiles according to both Reading Strategy Questionnaire
and stimulated recall procedure results before the four weeks of treatment had
started. Although the post questionnaire results maintained this strategy profile for
both groups, the experimental group responses on the SIFA feedback sheets during
treatment indicated that the students in this group learned and started to use new
strategies which were targeted in the SIFA’s. The post treatment interview results
also showed that the strategy instruction had a positive impact on students’ strategy
use because the experimental group became more aware of the reading process, the
use and importance of reading strategies while broadening their reading strategy
repertoire.
Pedagogical Implications
The results of the quantitative data based on pre and post questionnaire
(RSQ) did not show any statistically different changes in strategy use. It seems that
the questionnaire results are not, themselves, sufficient to detect reading strategy use
of students, since students reported their strategy use in more detail during the
reading process recalls and interviews. The triangulated reports of strategy use were
more revealing than any of the single measures. This study shows that it is worth
employing both stimulated recall procedures (Gass & Mackay, 2000) and interviews
to collect data about students’ strategy use.
The student reports on SIFA feedback sheets during the four weeks of
instruction and post treatment interviews suggest that reading strategy instruction
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had a positive impact on students strategy use, and students can benefit from an
instructional procedure where they learn various strategies to employ and how to
self-evaluate their task success while reading. Students can learn how to decide on
appropriate use of strategies when they are taught strategies which are integrated
into classroom tasks; they practice strategies in concrete activities; and the teacher
and students work together to use new strategies and to strengthen existing ones
(Oxford, Crookall, Cohen, Lavine, Nyikos, & Sutter, 1990).
The results of this study were also consistent with the idea that students
arrive at a richer understanding of text meaning and their performance on
comprehension and recall improves when strategy instruction is integrated into
regular instruction (Janzen and Stoller, 1998). Therefore, strategy instruction should
include not only definitions of reading strategies in separate instruction but also
guided practice of where, when, and why strategies can be used in various reading
texts in regular reading classes.
Strategy instruction has also effects on students’ attitudes towards the
reading process according to the student responses in the post treatment interview.
The results reveal that students have developed a positive attitude towards reading
and use of reading strategies. Students also feel more comfortable in reading than
they did before, which is consistent with the positive effects of strategy training on
readers perception of the reading process ( Janzen & Stoller, 1998; Oxford et al.,
2004; Oxford & Cohen 1990 in Farrell, 2001). Therefore, strategy instruction should
not only focus on specific techniques, but also aim at the reorientation of student
beliefs and attitudes about the role of reading in their academic and personal lives as
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well as about the collaborative role of students and teachers (Janzen & Stoller,
1998).
As a result of interviews with the students, it was found that strategy
instruction has an impact on learner autonomy since some students have become
more independent and more aware of what they are doing while reading. They can
control their performance on tasks and decide on the strategies appropriate for a
specific reading task. They also start to consider their future demands in reading and
how to deal with them. Strategy instruction should be designed according to
students current and future needs, which provides learners opportunity to expand
their ability to use new tactics in reading.
Although this study consisted of only four weeks of instruction, research in
strategy training supports the idea that strategy instruction should be systematic,
intensive and of a significant duration (Chamot, 1993; Garner 1990, Pressley 1995
in Simpson & Nist 2000; Janzen & Stoller, 1998; Oxford, Crookall, Cohen, Lavine,
Nyikos, & Sutter, 1990). Therefore, teachers should provide students with various
strategies over a longer time, because strategies are best learned and applied when
taught throughout the curriculum (Snyder & Pressley, 1995; Wilkinson & Silliman,
2000 in Miriam, 2004).
This study may contribute to course design in language learning programs at
universities. The curriculum and syllabus committees may make use of the findings
of the study when designing reading course syllabi. Strategy instruction can be
included in the curriculum as contributor to the development of strategic readers.
Strategy training designed according to students academic needs in reading can be
part of the curricular goals of all language learning programs. Because the processes
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which were implemented in the study are not limited to pre-intermediate level
students, it is possible to adopt strategy training for the very beginning learners.
Related to reading program design, reading strategies can be part of the in-service
teacher training program as well. Teachers may not be familiar with the use and
importance of reading strategies and the effects of systematic reading strategy
instruction. Therefore, teachers should be trained about features and procedures of
strategy training and ways to enhance students’ reading ability.
Limitations of the Study
This study has certain limitations in terms of investigating the strategies
students use and do not use; defining and naming strategies; strategy instruction
features and design; strategy instruction application time; and the relationship
between reading strategies and attitudes towards reading. The limitations of the
study resulted from inadequate strategy assessment instruments, the fuzzy
terminology for defining strategies, and disagreement in the literature about how
strategies are best taught, the limited duration of the study, and the variations of
subjects in the study.
One of the major limitations of conducting research on strategies is the
criteria to define them, because strategies can be either behavioral or directly
observed like “note taking while reading” or mental but not directly observed like
“recalling background information (Cohen, 1996). Although one of the most
frequently used and simple methods of identifying strategies is questionnaires (e.g.
the SILL, Oxford, 1990), the subjects might not remember the strategies they used
in the past or the questionnaire statements might not remind them of actual strategy
use.  Researchers use different instruments to ask learners to describe their strategies
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like retrospective interviews, think-aloud protocols, stimulated recall interviews,
journals, or written diaries (Chamot, 2004). Each of these is more effective in
defining strategies than questionnaires and provides insights into unobservable
strategies, but each has problems with tested validity and reliability. In this study,
four types of instruments (questionnaires, stimulated recall procedures, student
feedback sheets, and interviews) were used in order to support the validity of the
data, but it is still debatable about how to define strategies, since learners might not
remember or identify their strategies on a sit-down questionnaire or stimulated
recall procedure concurrent with a reading task.
Reporting on strategy use while undertaking a reading task is an unnatural
act and learners “might not necessarily provide adequate information about their
strategy use” (Chamot, 2004, p.16).  In addition, some strategies might not match a
particular reading task, type or complexity of a text, so there is no match-matching
proposal as to how these interrelate.
Another limitation related to defining strategies is the conflicting
classifications of strategies and skills. Some researchers state that there is a clear-cut
difference between strategies and skills. For instance, Cohen (1996) states that
strategies are conscious tactics or techniques that can be described when asked, that
skills are automatic behaviors, and that strategies become skills when they become
automatic. However, good readers may use strategies out-of-awareness and may not
report them when asked. Thus, it is difficult to define whether a particular reader
uses or doesn’t use a particular strategy (or skill).
Thirdly, strategy instructional design is an open issue in research on
strategies. Most researchers support the view that strategy instruction should be in
117
an on-going fashion (Oxford, 2001), however, some research suggests short-term
strategy instruction also yields positive results in the strategy focus area (such as
reading comprehension) (Feyten and Flaitz, 1996 in Oxford, 2001, in Carter and
Nunan, 2001).  While most support explicit strategy instruction and an integration of
strategies into regular classroom activities (Anderson, in press; Graham & Harris,
2000; Chamot et al., 1999; Cohen, 1998; National Reading Panel, 2000; Pressley,
2000; Nunan, 1997; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Oxford, & Leaver, 1996; Shen,
2003 cited in Chamot, 2004; Chamot & O’Malley 1994; Janzen & Stoller 1998;
Oxford 1990), some researchers recommend that language learning strategies should
be taught as a separate course or parts of a course (Vanca, 1999, Weinstein &
Mayer, 1986 cited in Chamot, 2004).
A number of instructional models have been developed and optimal strategy
instruction is held to follow one of several different sequences of strategy
presentation - linear, cycling, or strategy chain (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Grenfell
& Harris, 1998 in Chamot, 2004; Oxford et al., 2004). There is no consensus on
which sequence or procedure is the best one to support  successful reading
comprehension. In this study, the design of the activities was mainly decided by the
researcher according to the analysis of the data gained before the treatment started
and the participant teacher’s perceived importance of reading strategies.
Although some research supports strategy instruction application over a long
period of time, because of the time limit, however, the SIFA’s were conducted for
only four weeks, which was not adequate to generalize the possible effects of
strategy instruction on students’ strategy use. Due to the time limitation, the students
were not provided with multiple practice opportunities on various text types and
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there was no adequate provision for students to choose appropriate strategies on
their own.’
Lastly, the students who participated in this study might not be identical in
their attitudes towards reading. All subjects were on the same level of language and
they were randomly selected. However, the control group of students was
engineering students, and all students were male in this class. The experimental
group, on the other hand, consisted of male but mainly female students, and they
were from different departments - Business Administration, Management, and
Physics. Because there were few classes at the pre-intermediate level at the institute
and there was only one teacher who taught two classes, these two classes were
chosen for the study. They were randomly designated as the control group and the
experimental group without their departments or gender population being
considered. Since their departments were not the same and the control group
consisted of only male students, gender differences and departmental attitudes
towards reading and the use of reading strategies had to be disregarded by the
researcher in this study.
Suggestions for Further Research
Based on the findings and limitations of the study, some suggestions for
future research can be made. Studies with larger numbers of students at different
levels of proficiency, using stimulated recall procedures before and after the
treatment, application of strategies over a longer period of time, emphasizing the
importance of multiple practice of strategies in various reading tasks, investigating
gender differences in use of strategies, and departmental attitudes towards reading
and reading strategies could all be interesting areas of research.
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According to the quantitative analysis, there was no significant difference in
the mean values of pre and post questionnaire. Therefore, it would be inappropriate
to make the claim that the strategy instruction does not affect the students’ strategy
use. If the questionnaire was implemented with larger number of students, the
results might prove to be different. Therefore, in future research, a similar study can
be replicated with a larger number of participants. Also, future research can examine
the effects of strategy instruction on different proficiency levels. This study included
students who were all at the pre-intermediate level. Future research with students of
different levels is necessary to be able to generalize the findings of the study.
Use of stimulated recall procedures is one of the effective ways of gathering
data about strategies. In this study, this procedure was conducted only before
treatment in order to detect students’ reading existing strategies. After treatment,
open-ended questions were asked during the post treatment interview in order not to
limit students’ responses to a specific type of reading text. Application of stimulated
recall procedures on a regular basis during the treatment would let the researcher
follow the changes in the process of reading more directly.
Future research is necessary to investigate the effects of strategy instruction
on students strategy use over a longer period of time. The SIFA’s in this study were
implemented for four weeks with 7 reading texts. Application of the strategies over
a longer period time and an on-going adaptation of instruction to meet students’
needs and text demands would provide insights concerning the effects of strategy
instruction. A longer period of instruction would let the teacher discuss the ways in
which strategies assist students’ reading, help students understand their own
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learning and metacognitive processes, reflect on their own learning, and help the
researcher investigate the metacognitive aspects of the study.
Creating multiple opportunities for students to practice strategies under
various text demands requiring flexible application of learned strategies could be
investigated in future research. In future research, the teacher would present
strategies as applicable to certain given specific texts and text demands in more than
one content domain. Students could then be provided with a new set of texts and
genres and have to work out which specific strategies are applicable to each.
Fourth, investigating differences between the effects of strategy training on
male and female students would be an area for future research. The gender
difference was disregarded in this study, but female and male students’ strategy use
has been shown to be different in some of the reported literature.  The case for
Turkey is unknown. Lastly, different departmental studies might require students to
use different reading strategies due to differing subject genres and task demands.
Students’ attitudes towards reading might also be different due to these
departmental demands. The relationship between strategy use and students’ attitudes
towards reading could be investigated as part of this future research. This study also
did not look closely at individual strategy use and primarily considered means of
total strategy use. Another study might look more closely at differing individual and
departmental attitudes towards reading and reading strategy use.
Conclusion
This study investigated three aspects of reading strategies: (1) the existing
reading strategies used by university students, (2) those strategies not used but
which apparently matched students’ academic needs, and (3) the effects of reading
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strategy instruction on students’ strategy use. The strategy instruction processes in
this study consisted of the Strategy Instruction Focus Activities (SIFA’s). Neither
group showed significant changes in strategy use according to the quantitative data,
while there were considerable changes in the experimental group in terms of
strategy repertoire and strategy use according to the qualitative data. The most
notable differences were found in reporting strategy use between the control and the
experimental group after the four weeks of instruction according to the post
treatment interview results. These results imply that strategy instruction can have a
positive effect on students reading strategy use and their awareness of the reading
process. This part of the study also showed that strategy instruction can help
students become better, faster, and more comfortable readers.
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APPENDICES
Appendix A
Reading Strategy Questionnaire
Directions: Show how of ten you use the strategy when reading, by checking the
appropriate box. 0 means “almost never” while 5 means “almost always”.
It is important to answer in terms of how well each statement describes you, NOT in
terms of what you think you should do, or what other people do. THIS IS NOT A
TEST. There are no right or wrong responses to these statements. The score you
obtain will not affect your grade.
Depending on your language learning experience and needs, you may be using
different types of strategies. The learning strategies presented here are general. Not
everyone needs the same kind of strategies. A “low” score does not mean you are a
bad learner.
Before I read a text,
1. I use the title to help predict the contents.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
2. I consider what type of text it is, such as a newspaper article, a scientific paper, or
a novel.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
3. I skim it first, and later I read for details.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
While I am reading a text,
4. I pay attention to parts of sentences such as phrases and clauses.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
5. I pay attention to the beginning and the end of each paragraph.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
6. I focus on the tense of a verb, such as present tense and past tense.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
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7. I try to understand the meaning of every word in a text.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
8. I translate each sentence into my native language.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
9. I start reading from the first paragraph and read all the way through the last
paragraph.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
10. I pay attention to sentence structure, such as subjects and objects.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
11. I continue reading even if I have difficulty.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
12. I change reading speed depending on the difficulty of a text.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
13. I read aloud the difficult parts of a text.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
14. I skip unknown words.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
15. I link the content with what I already know.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
16. I try to understand the meaning of an unknown word by dividing it into parts.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
17. If I don’t understand something such as a word or phrase, I guess its meaning
using
      clues from the text..
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
18. If I don’t understand something such as a word or phrase, I guess its meaning
using
      information I know about the topic.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
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19. I check what each pronoun refers to.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
20. I underline important parts.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
21. I mark important parts, using colored pens or drawing stars.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
22. I go over difficult parts several times.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
23. I read aloud the entire text.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
24. I make a picture in my mind about what the text is saying.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
25. I try to understand the meaning without translating the text into my native
language.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
26. If I’m having trouble, I go back to previous sentences.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
27. I follow the line I am reading with my finger or my pen.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
28. I use slashes to divide a sentence grammatically.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
29. When I cannot understand a sentence even if I know every word, I skip that
sentence.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
30. I predict what will come next.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
31. I pay attention to linking words such as “however” and “besides” so that I can
understand the structure.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
131
32. I write down key words.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
33. I try to figure out the main idea of each paragraph.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
34. I read the comprehension questions first and then read the text.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
After I read a text,
35. I summarize it in my own words.
Almost
never
0 1 2 3 4 5 Almost
always
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Appendix B
2.80$675$7(-ø/(5ø$1.(7øRebecca Oxford, 2004)
Yönerge: 2NXUNHQQHNDGDUVÕNOÕNODVWUDWHMLNXOODQGÕ÷ÕQÕ]ÕHQX\JXQúHNLOGHLIDGH
HGHQVHoHQH÷LLúDUHWOH\HUHNJ|VWHULQL]³KHPHQKHPHQKLo´DQODPÕQGD\NHQ
“hemen KHPHQGDLPD³DQODPÕQDJHOPHNWHGLU
6L]LQQH\DSPDQÕ]JHUHNWL÷L\DGDEDúNDLQVDQODUÕQQH\DSWÕNODUÕ'(öø/KHUELU
LIDGHQLQVL]LQHNDGDUL\LDQODWWÕ÷ÕQDJ|UHFHYDSODQGÕUPDQÕ]oRN|QHPOLGLU%8%ø5
6,1$9'(öø/'ø5$úD÷ÕGDNLLIDGHOHULQGR÷UX\DGD\DQOÕúFHYDEÕ\RNWXU(OGH
HGHFH÷LQL]SXDQGHUVQRWODUÕQÕ]ODLOJLOLROPD\DFDNWÕU
'LO|÷UHQPHLOHLOJLOLGHQH\LPYHLKWL\DoODUÕQÕ]DGD\DQDUDNIDUNOÕVWUDWHMLWLSOHULQL
NXOODQÕ\RURODELOLUVLQL]%XUDGDVL]HVXQXODQVWUDWHMLOHUJHQHOVWUDWHMLOHUGLU+HUNHV
D\QÕWLSVWUDWHMLOHUHLKWL\DoGX\PX\RURODELOLU³'úN´SXDQVL]LQN|WELUGLO
|÷UHQFLVLROGX÷XQX]DQODPÕQDJHOPHPHNWHGLU.
Bir metini okumadan önce,
0HWQLQLoHUL÷LQLWDKPLQHWPHNLoLQNRQXEDúOÕ÷ÕQÕNXOODQÕUÕP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
1HoHúLWELUPHWLQROGX÷XQX|UQH÷LQELUJD]HWHPDNDOHVLELUELOLPVHO\D]Õ\DGDELUKLND\HROPDVÕQÕJ|]|QQGHEXOXQGXUXUXP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
0HWQL|QFHDQDKDWODUÕ\ODRNXUXPGDKDVRQUDJHULG|QHUGHWD\OÕELUúHNLOGH
okurum.
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
Bir metni okurken,
4. Cümlelerin içindeki tamlama (phrase) ve yan cümlecik (clause) gibi parçalara
dikkat ederim.
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
+HUELUSDUDJUDIÕQEDúODQJÕoYHVRQODUÕQDGLNNDWHGHULP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
0HWLQGHNL\NOHPOHULQ]DPDQODUÕQDJHQLú]DPDQYHJHoPLú]DPDQJLELRGDNODQÕUÕP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
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0HWLQGHNLKHUNHOLPHQLQDQODPÕQÕEXOPD\DoDOÕúÕUÕP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
8. Metindeki her cümleyi Türkçe’ye çeviririm.
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
%LULQFLSDUDJUDIWDQLWLEDUHQRNXPD\DEDúODUÕPYHVRQXQDNDGDURNXPD\DGHYDP
ederim.
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
&POHOHULQLoLQGHNL\DSÕODUD|]QHYHQHVQHOHUHGLNNDWHGHULP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
2NXUNHQ]RUOXN\DúDVDPGDRNXPD\DGHYDPHGHULP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
2NXGX÷XPPHWQLQ]RUOXNGHUHFHVLQHJ|UHRNXPDKÕ]ÕPÕGH÷LúWLULULP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
13. Metnin zor bölümlerini yüksek sesle okurum.
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
0HWQLQLoLQGHNLELOPHGL÷LPNHOLPHOHULDWODUÕP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
0HWQLQLoHUL÷L\OHRNRQX\ODLOJLOLELOGLNOHULPDUDVÕQGDED÷ODQWÕNXUDUÕP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
%LOPHGL÷LPELUNHOLPHQLQDQODPÕQÕNHOLPH\LSDUoDODUÕQDE|OHUHNDQODPD\DoDOÕúÕUÕP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
%LUNHOLPH\DGDWDPODPD\ÕSKUDVHDQODPDGÕ÷ÕP]DPDQPHWQLQLoLQGHNLLSXoODUÕQÕNXOODQDUDNNHOLPHQLQDQODPÕQÕWDKPLQHGHULP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
%LUNHOLPH\DGDWDPODPD\ÕSKUDVHDQODPDGÕ÷ÕP]DPDQPHWQLQNRQXVX\ODLOJLOLELOGL÷LPúH\OHULNXOODQDUDNNHOLPHQLQDQODPÕQÕWDKPLQHGHULP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daim
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19. Her bir zamirin (SURQRXQQHGHQ\DGDNLPGHQEDKVHWWL÷LQLNRQWUROHGHULP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
gQHPOL\HUOHULQDOWÕQÕoL]HULP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
gQHPOL\HUOHULUHQNOLNDOHPNXOODQDUDN\DGD\DQÕQD\ÕOGÕ]oL]HUHNLúDUHWOHULP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
22. Metnin zor bölümlerini tekrar gözden geçiririm.
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
%WQPHWQLVHVOLELUúHNLOGHRNXUXP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
0HWQLQDQODWWÕ÷ÕúH\KDNNÕQGDNDIDPGDUHVLPoL]HULP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
0HWQL7UNoH¶\HoHYLUPHGHQDQODPD\DoDOÕúÕUÕP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
(÷HUDQODPDNWD]RUOXNoHNHUVHPELU|QFHNLFPOH\HWHNUDUG|QHULP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
0HWQLRNXUNHQRNXGX÷XPVDWÕUODUÕSDUPD÷ÕPOD\DGDNDOHPLPOHWDNLSHGHULP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
%LUFPOH\LLúDUHWOHUNXOODQDUDNJUDPHUNXUDOODUÕQDJ|UHSDUoDODUÕQDD\ÕUÕUÕP|UQH÷LQ/ )
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
(÷HULoLQGHNLEWQNHOLPHOHULELOPHPHUD÷PHQELUFPOH\LDQOD\DPDGÕ\VDPRFPOH\LDWODUÕP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
0HWQLRNXUNHQELUVRQUDVÕQGDQHJHOHFH÷LQLWDKPLQHGHULP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
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31. “%XQDUD÷PHQ” ve “EXQXQ\DQÕQGD´JLELED÷ODoODUDGLNNDWHGHULPE|\OHFHFPOHQLQ\DSÕVÕQÕDQOD\DELOLULP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
$QDKWDUNHOLPHOHUL\D]DUÕP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
0HWLQGHNLKHUELUSDUDJUDIÕQDQDILNULQLoÕNDUPD\DoDOÕúÕUÕP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
gQFHPHWLQOHLOJLOLDQODPDVRUXODUÕQÕRNXUXPGDKDVRQUDPHWQLRNXPD\DEDúODUÕP
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
Bir metni okuduktan sonra,
35. Metni kendi cümlelerimle özetlerim.
Hemen
hemen hiç
0 1 2 3 4 5 Hemen hemen
daima
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Appendix C
Reading Text
NIGHTMARES
0. F An example nightmare
Ben is in the middle of a wonderful dream. He’s riding the ocean waves with
his family when ----BAM! -  along comes a giant sea creature ready for an attack.
Ben thrashes in bed, trying to fight off the monster. After turning from one side to
another several times, he calls out. His mother comes in to see what’s wrong. “It’s
all right, Ben,’’ says his mother, smoothing his sweaty forehead. “You had a bad
dream, and now you’re awake. You are awake and safe”. Ben has experienced a
nightmare, a strong, unpleasant dream. Nightmares may be upsetting, but they are
not real. They can, however, make you feel stressed. If you have one, you are in
good company; in other words, you are experiencing the same difficult situation as
other people. Almost everyone has them once in a while, adults as well as children.
All people have nightmares from time to time.
1.
No one is sure what causes nightmares, but there are several theories. Some
people believe that eating spicy or rich food, or drinking caffeine just before going
to sleep will cause bad dreams. Others say that if people watch scary movies or read
scary books at night, chances of having a nightmare are increased. People think that
school-aged children who sleep during the day have more nightmares than those
who do not. Certain medications may also cause nightmares. Some people think that
exercise just before bedtime can cause a bad dream. None of these theories has been
proven true. Problems at home or at school, major life changes, such as moving to a
new environment or the illness or death of a loved one, and stress from the pressures
of sports or class work are some of the real causes of nightmares.
2.
If people want to get rid of nightmares, they can follow certain techniques.
First, although the theories haven’t been proven true, there are ways to avoid the
things mentioned above, like eating or exercising just before bedtime, or watching
scary movies or reading scary books at night. Maybe this helps people get rid of
your nightmares. If somebody couldn’t get enough sleep the night before, or if she
or he is sick, another technique is not taking a nap during the day.
Some children like to sleep with a special blanket or a comforting object,
like a toy they’ve had since childhood that reminds them of a time they felt secure.
Another favorite idea is a “moon bath”, a relaxing soak in a warm tub with soft
music on.
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3.
Most of the time, nightmares are not a big problem. It often helps to talk to
someone about bad dreams. Together, it is possible to figure out if something is
troubling during the day. Some people “rewrite” their repeated nightmares by giving
them happier endings. For example, if in dream a group of people are constantly
making fun of you, try changing the ending of the dream. Or you might want to
draw a picture of your nightmare. Every time you have the same nightmare, you
may add a few details to your picture and then rip it up. Sometimes it helps to keep
a dream journal, a notebook in which you describe the dreams you can recall.
Noting down your dreams- good and bad- and writing how you felt before you went
to sleep can give you a better idea of how your mind works at night.
4.
If you have recurring (or repeated) nightmares, you may need to visit a
doctor or a sleep clinic. A doctor can determine whether your nightmares are the
result of a physical condition. A sleep clinic can check your brain waves, muscle
activity, breathing, and other things that happen with your body while you sleep. All
of these are ways to find out the reasons for your nightmares.  If nothing else seems
to work, your doctor may prescribe medicine to help you sleep through the night.
And if you have something bothering you that may be related to the nightmare, it
may help to talk to your parents and let them take you to a counselor or a
psychologist. Sometimes just talking to other people or a hug may be all needed.
A. Read the text about “Nightmares”. While you are reading each
paragraph, think about the main idea of the paragraph. Then choose
the best heading for each paragraph (1-4) from the list below. Be
careful! There is one extra heading you DO NOT need. One example is
done for you.
A. Ways to prevent nightmares
B. Why do people have nightmares?
C. The stages of a nightmare
D. The need for an expert
E. Alternative ways to feel better
F. An example nightmare
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B. Select A / B / C / or D to best answer the question or finish the sentence.
5. You should not be ashamed of your recurring nightmares because
A. creative ideas can help you to write stories on your own
B. nightmares may not be all bad
C. everyone may have a nightmare
D. your fears may disappear with nightmares
6. Which of the following reasons for nightmares are not mentioned in the text?
A. Drinking alcohol
B. Reading or watching scary stories
C. Doing exercise before bedtime.
D. Moving to a new place
7. How do health practitioners try to discover the reasons for a person’s
recurring nightmares?
They may
A. ask you about your problems at work or school.
B. check your muscle activities.
C. note down your dreams and draw a conclusion.
D. ask you to stay in a clinic.
8. What does “get rid of” mean in Part 3?
A. talk about
B. live with
C. start having
D. become free of
9. What does “them” refer to in Part 4?
A. people who have nightmares
B. sentences that people write about their nightmares
C. nightmares that people have many times
D. people who talk about nightmares
10. Which of the following is not mentioned in the text?
A. The reasons for having nightmares.
B. Possible ways of preventing nightmares.
C. Advantageous aspects of nightmares.
D. Medical support for nightmares.
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Appendix D
Reading Text Used for Stimulated Recall Procedure
NIGHTMARES
An example nightmare
Ben is in the middle of a wonderful dream. He’s riding the ocean waves with
his family when ----BAM! -  along comes a giant sea creature ready for an attack.
Ben thrashes in bed, trying to fight off the monster. After turning from one side to
another several times, he calls out. His mother comes in to see what’s wrong. “It’s
all right, Ben,’’ says his mother, smoothing his sweaty forehead. “You had a bad
dream, and now you’re awake. You are awake and safe”. Ben has experienced a
nightmare, a strong, unpleasant dream. Nightmares may be upsetting, but they are
not real. They can, however, make you feel stressed. If you have one, you are in
good company; in other words, you are experiencing the same difficult situation as
other people. Almost everyone has them once in a while, adults as well as children.
All people have nightmares from time to time.
No one is sure what causes nightmares, but there are several theories.
Some people believe that eating spicy or rich food, or drinking caffeine just before
going to sleep will cause bad dreams. Others say that if people watch scary movies
or read scary books at night, chances of having a nightmare are increased. People
think that school-aged children who sleep during the day have more nightmares than
those who do not. Certain medications may also cause nightmares. Some people
think that exercise just before bedtime can cause a bad dream. None of these
theories has been proven true. Problems at home or at school, major life changes,
such as moving to a new environment or the illness or death of a loved one, and
stress from the pressures of sports or class work are some of the real causes of
nightmares.
If people want to get rid of nightmares, they can follow certain techniques.
First, although the theories haven’t been proven true, there are ways to avoid the
things mentioned above, like eating or exercising just before bedtime, or watching
scary movies or reading scary books at night. Maybe this helps people get rid of
your nightmares. If somebody couldn’t get enough sleep the night before, or if she
or he is sick, another technique is not taking a nap during the day.
Some children like to sleep with a special blanket or a comforting object,
like a toy they’ve had since childhood that reminds them of a time they felt secure.
Another favorite idea is a “moon bath”, a relaxing soak in a warm tub with soft
music on.
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Most of the time, nightmares are not a big problem.          It often helps to
talk to someone about bad dreams. Together, it is possible to figure out if something
is troubling during the day. Some people “rewrite” their repeated nightmares by
giving them happier endings. For example, if in dream a group of people are
constantly making fun of you, try changing the ending of the dream. Or you might
want to draw a picture of your nightmare. Every time you have the same nightmare,
you may add a few details to your picture and then rip it up. Sometimes it helps to
keep a dream journal, a notebook in which you describe the dreams you can recall.
Noting down your dreams- good and bad- and writing how you felt before you went
to sleep can give you a better idea of how your mind works at night.
If you have recurring (or repeated) nightmares, you may need to visit a
doctor or a sleep clinic.          A doctor can determine whether your nightmares are
the result of a physical condition. A sleep clinic can check your brain waves, muscle
activity, breathing, and other things that happen with your body while you sleep. All
of these are ways to find out the reasons for your nightmares.  If nothing else seems
to work, your doctor may prescribe medicine to help you sleep through the night.
And if you have something bothering you that may be related to the nightmare, it
may help to talk to your parents and let them take you to a counselor or a
psychologist. Sometimes just talking to other people or a hug may be all needed.
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Appendix E
The Results of Stimulated Recall Procedure
Experimental Group – Pre-Treatment  Strategies Reported “Used”
(Stimulated Recall)
BEFORE READING
• Using the title to predict the content of the text (3)
• Using the first sentence of the paragraphs to infer what the passage will
be about (3)
• Questioning the text (1)
• Making predictions (3)
• Recalling background knowledge (3)
WHILE READING
• Rereading for meaning (1)
• Connecting background knowledge to the text (4)
• Checking predictions (1)
• Using text features (1)
AFTER READING
• Visualizing the text in mind to aid comprehension (1)
Experimental group – pre-interview (stimulated recall)
Strategies reported not use
BEFORE READING
• Making predictions (1)
WHILE READING
• Considering the text type (story, article) (1)
AFTER READING
• Summarizing with own words (1)
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Control group – pre-interview (stimulated recall)
Strategies reported use
BEFORE READING
• Questioning the text (1)
• Using the title what the to predict the content of the text (1)
• Connecting background knowledge to the text (4)
• Recalling background information (2)
• Making predictions (2)
WHILE READING
• Checking predictions (2)
• Rereading for comprehension (1)
• Connecting background knowledge to the text (1)
AFTER READING
• Summarizing with own words (1)
Control group – pre-interview (stimulated recall)
Strategies reported not  use
BEFORE READING
• Using the title what the to predict the content of the text (1)
• Making predictions (1)
WHILE READING
• Considering the text type (1)
• Connecting one part of a text to the other (1)
• Guessing about the meaning using clues from the text (1)
• Marking important parts (1)
AFTER READING
• Summarizing with own words (1)
• Organizing ideas / paraphrasing (1)
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Appendix F
Sample of SIFA Activities (Experimental Group)
PQRST
PART I - POINT
 You are going to read a text titled “ It’s big, it’s ugly, it’s wild and
nobody can capture it!”   Bet on the word you think the text will be
about.
1. a monster
2. a puma
3. a big wolf
4. a huge bear
5. an alien
 Seven of the 15 words or phrases appear in this selection. Bet on
the seven you think will appear in the text.
1. shoot 4. faint 7. green 10. fall 13. knock over
2. UFO 5. arrest 8.creature 11. run away 14. witness
3. injure 6. track 9. attack 12. detective 15. stare
PART II – QUEST
The text that you are going to read is titled “ It’s big, it’s ugly, it’s wild
and nobody can capture it!”  Which statement will the reading tell
something about? Bet on one.
1. A lot of people are afraid of animals.
2. Wild animals should not be kept in cages and they should live in
their habitat.
3. There might be aliens from outer space.
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4. Some farmers lose their livestock because of wild animals and
some people are afraid of being attacked by strange
creatures.
5.  Although people claim that they have seen wild creatures,
authorities disagree with them.
PART III – READ
Read the text and check your bets on POINT and QUEST.
PART IV – STATEMENT
Check your “Points”
A. Was your animal choice correct? _______ If not which one was?
________
B. How many words you bet on were correct? _______________
Check your “Quest”
Was your QUEST correct? ________ If not which one was? _________
How do you know? (Give key words from the text)
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________
PART V – TOTAL:
Complete the statements below in order to summarize the text with
your own words. Imagine that you only have $2.00, and each word
you use will cost you 10 cents. See if you can “sum it up”  in twenty
words!
“Sum it up”  for $2.00
___________ ___________ ___________ ___________ ___________ ___________ ___________
___________ ___________ ___________ ___________ ___________ ___________ ___________
___________ ___________ ___________ ___________ ___________ ___________
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DEFINITION MAP
WHAT ARE SOME THINGS PEOPLE SHOULD DO TO PROTECT
THEMSELVES?
WHAT IS IT?
WHAT IS IT LIKE?
WHERE WAS IT SEEN?
WHAT IS THE EVENT?
ANY OTHER
SIMILAR
EVENTS?
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TEACHER’S GUIDE
PQRST DEFINITION MAP
Reading strategies
• Predicting
• Questioning the text
• Reading for a meaning
• Summing up to assess
performance
• Totaling to summarize
Reading strategies
• Selective reading
• Analyzing the important
elements
• Identifying the main idea
• Making connections
• Organizing ideas
• Summarizing with own words
PURPOSE: (PQRST) To help readers make predictions about the text
and establish purpose for reading. After setting a purpose for reading,
students have a chance to monitor their performance while
evaluating their questions and predictions. Readers also organize their
ideas to make a summary.
     (Definition Map) To help readers reconstruct the elements of
a text and monitor reading by making notes. Students organize their
ideas in their own words and find the main idea of the text.
TIME: 80 minutes (two class hours)
MATERIAL: Copies of PQRST activity sheet and DEFINITION MAP
activity.
DIRECTIONS:
• Students work individually for the activity PQRST. Before reading
the text “ It’s big, it’s ugly, it’s wild and nobody can capture it!”
students bet on the vocabulary related to the text as the first
part of the activity PQRST. Then, students bet on the statements
in part 2. In order to evaluate their bets on POINT and QUEST
parts, they read the text.
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• After reading, they write a brief summary of the text. Discuss the
last part with the whole class
• Students work in pairs for the next activity, DEFINITION MAP.
Students try to fill out the map writing down their own notes
about the text. After completing their chart, they check their
notes by rereading the text.
• Students in pairs share and discuss their definition maps.
• Students reread the text for different purposes (the task in their
course book, evaluate their charts)
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Appendix G
Sample of Regular Course book Reading Texts And Activities (Control Group)
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Appendix H
A Sample of SIFA Feedback Sheets
SIFA FEEDBACK SESSION – SHEET 2
NAME:_____________________________ DATE: _________________________
SIFA 2 – 3-2-1 & STORY MAPPING
Put a tick (• ) for the statements that describe you.
1. In this lesson, the reading strategy(ies) that I have learned are
___ questioning the text before reading
___ summarizing the text with my own words
___ identifying the main idea of the text
___ connecting one part of a text to the other
___ organizing ideas
___ taking notes while reading
because_____________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
2. The most important reading strategy I have learned in this
lesson
___ questioning the text before reading
___ summarizing the text with my own words
___ identifying the main idea of the text
___ connecting one part of a text to the other
___ organizing ideas
___ taking notes while reading
because_____________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
3. The strategy(ies) that I believe I will use it not only in class but
also out of class activities or home work
¾ __________________________________
because_______________________________________
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Appendix I
.LúLVHO'H÷HUOHQGLUPH)RUPODUÕQD%LUgUQHN
K•••SEL DE•ERLEND•RME FORMU # 2
•S•M:________________________________ TAR•H:
_________________________
SIFA 2 – 3-2-1 & H•KAYE HAR•TALANDIRMA
A•a••daki ifadelerden size en uygun olan• i•aretleyiniz (• )
1. Bu derste ö•rendi•im okuma stratejisi(leri)
___ metni okumadan önce metne yönelik soru sorma
___ okuduklar•m• özetleme
___ metnin ana fikrini / olay•n• ortaya ç•karma
___ daha önce okudu•um bölümleriyle ba•lant• kurma
___ okuduklar•m• organize etme
___ okudu•um önemli yerleri kendi cümlelerimle not olma
çünkü_______________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
2. Bu derste ö•rendi•im en önemli okuma stratejisi(leri)
___ metni okumadan önce metne yönelik soru sorma
___ okuduklar•m• özetleme
___ metnin ana fikrini / olay•n• ortaya ç•karma
___ daha önce okudu•um bölümleriyle ba•lant• kurma
___ okuduklar•m• organize etme
___ okudu•um önemli yerleri kendi cümlelerimle not olma
çünkü_______________________________________________________
_____________________________________________________________
3. S•n•f d•••nda yapt•••m çal••ma ve ev ödevlerinde
kullanaca••ma inand•••m okuma stratejisi(leri)
________________________________
çünkü________________________________________________________
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APPENDIX J
Sections in SIFA Feedback Sheets during Four Weeks
SIFA Strategies I learned Strategies That are
Important
Strategies I think I will
use on my own
1
Because: Because: Because:
2
Because: Because: Because:
3
Because: Because: Because:
4
Because: Because: Because:
Strategies I learned Strategies That are
Important
Strategies I still have
problems using
5
6
Strategies I learned Strategies That are
Important
The Strategies are
a. very useful
b. useful
c. I cannot benefit
from them
d. not useful
7
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Appendix K
ø]LQDilekçesi
d8<$',00h'h5/höh1(
%LONHQWhQLYHUVLWHVL0$7()/3URJUDPÕQGDKDOHQ\UWPHNWHROGX÷XP
³6WUDWHML(÷LWLPLQLQg÷UHQFLOHULQ2NXPD6WUDWHMLOHUL.XOODQÕPÕh]HULQGHNL(WNLOHUL´
LVLPOLDUDúWÕUPDPÕ<DEDQFÕ'LOOHU0HUNH]L¶QGH\UWPHNLVWL\RUXP$UDúWÕUPDPÕQ
GHQH\VHOELUoDOÕúPDROPDVÕQHGHQL\OH2NXWPDQFeyza 7UND\¶ÕQYHKDOHQVRUXPOX
ROGX÷XLNLQFLG]H\YHQROXVÕQÕIODUÕQÕQoDOÕúPDPGD\HUDOPDVÕ
oDOÕúPDPGDNXOODQDFD÷ÕPYHULWRSODPD|OoH÷LPL|QWHVWYHVRQWHVWRODUDN
uygulayabilmem, ve Feyza 7UND\LOHoDOÕúPDVUHVLQFHLúELUOL÷LLoHULVLQGH
RODELOPHPLoLQJHUH÷LQLDU]ederim..
21. 01. 2005
OKT. SEMRA SADIK
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Permission Letter (English)
TO THE CENTER OF FOREIGN LANGUAGES ADMINISTRATION,
I have been studying my MA (Masters’ of Art) at MA TEFL Program at
Bilkent University and  I would like to conduct my research study entitled “The
Effects of Strategy Instruction on Students’ Reading Strategy Use” at the Center of
Foreign Languages at Çukurova University. Since my study is quasi-experimental, I
would like to ask for permission to include Feyza Turkay as a participant teacher in
my study, distribute pre- and post questionnaires; co operate with Feyza Turkay for
a 4-week strategy instruction in her two intermediate level classes.
26. 01. 2005
SEMRA SADIK
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Appendix L
Stimulated Recall Uygulama gUQH÷L
1. T3HNLúLPGLLONNXWXFX÷XPX]³Nightmares”. Bunu okuduktan sonra
EXUDGDDNOÕQGDQQHJHoWL"
2. S: Parçayla ilgili?
3. TøONEXQXJ|UG÷QGH\DQL«SDUoD\DKLoJHoPHGHQ"
4. S<DQLX\XPDGDQ|QFH\DSÕOPDVÕJHUHNHQúH\OHUJHoWL3DUoDGDGDJHoL\RU
ED\D÷ÕRQODUJHoWLDNOÕPGDQ
5. T3HNLEXSDUoDúXQXQKDNNÕQGDRODELOLUEXRODELOLUEXEDúOÕNROGX÷XQD
J|UHú|\OHGLUJLELELUúH\JHoWLPLDNOÕQGDQ"
6. S: Ha evet, mesela, “nightmares´GHGL÷LJLELU\DQDVÕO«QDVÕOJ|UOG÷«
YH\DQHKDNNÕQGDROGX÷XIDODQ«GDKD|QFHQH\DSÕOPDVÕJHUHNL\RU
J|UOG÷DQRQDLQDQÕOPDVÕJHUHNLUPLYH\D\DQOÕúPÕGÕURQODLOJLOLúH\OHU
geçti.
7. T3HNL%LULQFLSDUDJUDIÕELWLUGL÷LQGHDNOÕQGDQQHJHoWL"+DHYHWGR÷UX
GúQPúP\DGDDQHNDGDUIDUNOÕELUúH\DQODWWÕJLELúH\OHUJHoWLPL
DNOÕQGDQ"
8. S«KDHYHWLQVDQODU«oRNGH÷LúLNIDODQU\DODUJ|U\RUX]\D«EXQODUÕQ
HWNLVLQGHNDOPDPÕ]QRUPDOWDELDPD\DQLKDoRFXNoRFXNNHQGH
E\G÷P]\HWLúNLQROGX÷XPX]]DPDQODUGDGDoRNGH÷LúLNU\DODU
görüyoruz zaman ]DPDQEXQDLQDQÕOPDVÕoRNGDGR÷UXGH÷LOEXQGDQ
EDKVHGL\RU%XJD\HWQRUPDOELUúH\
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9. T3HNLEXQGDQVRQUDELUVRQUDNLSDUDJUDIODUKDNNÕQGDKHUKDQJLELUúH\
DNOÕQGDQJHoWLPL"'HPHNNLEXQGDQVRQUDGDEXQGDQEDKVHGHUKHUKDOGH
diye…
10. S<DLONSDUDJUDIQDVÕOELUGúQFHVLROGX÷XQXU\DODUKDNNÕQGDIDODQQDVÕO
ELUILNLUROGX÷XQX«IDODQGúQ\RUVXQVRQUDU\DODUDIDODQNDEXVODUD
oRNLQDQÕOPDPDVÕJHUHNWL÷LQGHQIDODQEDKVHGL\RUGL÷HUOHULGHKHUKDOGHEXQX
destekler
11. T3HNLEDNDOÕPEDNDOÕPLONSDUDJUDIúH\LNLQFLSDUDJUDIQHGHPLú"³No
one is sure what causes nightmares but there are several theories´ùLPGLEX
FPOH\LRNXGXNDNOÕPÕ]GDQQHJHoWL"9H\DSDUDJUDIÕQLONFPOHOHUL
DNOÕPÕ]GDQQHJHoLULU"
12. S(«EXQODUoRN«EXQODUÕQVRQXoODUÕoRNGR÷UXROPDVDGDLúWHDPDWDEL
EDVLWWHRULOHUYHULOPLúWLURDQGDEHQLPDNOÕPDúH\JHOGLKDQLJQON\DúDPGD
NLúH\OHUIDODQU\DODUÕPÕ]GDROXUKHUKDOGHJQON\DúDPÕPÕ]ODLOJLOLELUNDo
teori bahsediyor.
13. T3HNLSDUDJUDIELWWL÷LQGHQHGúQGQ"
14. S$\QÕúH\OHUGHQEDKVHGL\RUKDQLJQER\XQFDQH\DSWÕ\VDNX\XPDGDQ
|QFHQH\DSWÕ\VDNU\DPÕ]GDNL«\DQLU\DPÕ]GDRODQODUGDEXQXQVRQXFX
JLELELUúH\ROX\RUEXQODUODED÷ODQWÕOÕ«
15. T3HNLVHQSDUDJUDIELWWL÷LQGHúH\GL\RUPXVXQ"«DHYHWGR÷UX
GúQPúPGHGL÷LPJLEL\DSWÕIDODQGL\RUPXVXQ"
16. S(YHW«ELUELUL\OHED÷ODQWÕOÕ«
17. T%D÷ODQWÕOÕHYHW%LUVRQUDNLQHEDNDOÕPR]DPDQ³if people want to get rid
of nightmares, they can follow certain techniques”.
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18. S(÷HULQVDQODUúH\GHQ«NDEXVODUGDQNXUWXOPDNLVWL\RUVDELUNDo«
19. T: Teknik
20. S7HNQLNYDURQODUÕúH\\DSDELOLUGL\RUKHUKDOGHEXWHNQLNOHUGHQIDODQ
úH\«EDKVHGHFHNIDODQ0HVHODX\XPDGDQ|QFHÕOÕNELUGXúIDODQoRN
UDKDWODWÕULQVDQÕYH\DQHELOH\LPKDILIP]LNEXQODUEHQLP\DSWÕ÷ÕPúH\OHU
21. T3HNLSDUoDGDDHYHWJHUoHNWHQGHEXQODUGDQEDKVHWWLEHQGHEXQODUÕ
\DSÕ\RUXP«
22. S+DHYHWEXV|\OHGLNOHULYHEXQODUÕQ]HULQHGDKDELUNDoIDUNOÕúH\OHUGH
YDUHYHWD\QÕSDUDJUDIWDD\QÕúH\GHQEDKVHWWL
23. T%LUVRQUDNLQHEDNDOÕPR]DPDQ³Most of the time nightmares are not a
big problem”.
24. SdR÷X]DPDQJHUoHNWHQGHNDEXVODUoRNE\NELUSUREOHPGH÷LOGLU
25. T$FDEDQL\HGL\HDNOÕQGDQJHoWLPL"
26. S: Evet, bununla ilgili bilgi verecek herhalde dedim.
27. T: Peki bilgiler verdi mi?
28. S: Örnekler falan… “for example´GHPLú0HVHODEHQLP\DWWÕ÷ÕP«
U\DODUÕQVRQXQGDKDILIX\DQÕUJLELROX\RUXPVRQUD«N|WELUúH\
ROGX÷XQGDIDODQ«
29. T3HNLVRQSDUDJUDIÕQLONFPOHVLQHEDNDOÕP%XUDGDGDELUNÕUPÕ]ÕNXWXFXN
var.
30. S'DKDoRNU\D\Õ«D\QÕNDEXVXoRNJ|UG÷Q]]DPDQ«KDQLNDEXVODU
GDLQVDQoRNHWNLVLQGHNDOGÕ÷ÕLoLQEX\]GHQELUGRNWRUD\DGDNOLQL÷H
gitmemizi tavsiye ediyor.
31. T%LUD]GDKDFLGGLOHúL\RU\DQLEXUDGD
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32. S%XSDUDJUDIGDWDYVL\HOHUGHEXOXQDFDNKHUKDOGH6RQSDUDJUDIÕQVRQ
FPOHVL«KDHYHWLONFPOH\HLúWHúH\\DSÕ\RUDoÕNOÕ\RU\DQLRQXGHVWHNOHU
úH\OHUV|\O\RUYHQH\DSÕOPDVÕJHUHNWL÷LQGHQIDODQEDKVHGL\RUD\QÕúH\OHUL
J|UG÷P]GHIDODQ
33. T3HNLSDUoD\ÕRNXGXQSDUoDELWWL3DUoDELWWLNWHQVRQUDVHQNHQGLNDIDQGD
RQODUÕROD\VÕUDVÕQÕIDODQYH\DLúWHJLGLúDWVÕUDVÕQÕIDODQNDIDQGDQJHoLUL\RU
musun?
34. S(YHWD|QFHEXQGDQEDKVHWWLN|WELUU\DGDQEDKVHWWLVRQUDQHGHQ«LúWH
QHGHQOHULQGHQIDODQEDKVHWWLoRNLQDQÕOPDPDVÕJHUHNWL÷LIDODQVRQUDGD\DQL
oRNFLGGLELUROD\ROXUVD\DQLELUGHQID]ODJ|UUVHQL]QH\DSÕOPDVÕ
JHUHNWL÷LQGHQEDKVHWWL
35. T0HVHODED]Õtext’ler kendisini çok belli eder, mesela hikaye belli eder, ya
da DUWLFOHEHOOLHGHUVHQEXQODUÕE|\OHIDUNHWWL÷LQ]DPDQVDQD\DUGÕPFÕ
oluyor mu bu WH[W¶LQ\DSÕVÕ"
36. S(YHWLONEDúWDPHVHODEXUDGDKDQLEDúOÕ÷ÕRNXGX÷XP]DPDQNDIDPGDELU
úH\FDQODQGÕKDQLQHOHUGHQEDKVHGHFH÷LQLNHQGLPGHGúQGPøQJLOL]FH
WH[WROXQFDNHOLPHOHUGHoRNID]ODELOPHGL÷LPL]LoLQRQGDGD\DUGÕPFÕ
oluyor.
37. T3HNLPHWQLPL]ELWWLdDOÕúPD\DNDWÕOGÕ÷ÕQLoLQWHúHNNUHGHULP%DúND
V|\OHPHNLVWHGL÷LQELUúH\YDUPÕ"7DPDPWHúHNNUHGHULP
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Appendix M
Sample of transcriptions (Stimulated Recall Before Treatment)
1. T: Okay, now, the first box refers to “Nightmares”. What did you think
when you read it?
2. S: About the text?
3. T: When you first saw the title... I mean before you read the text.
4. S: Well, I thought about the things we do before sleeping. The text also
talked about these things, I thought of them.
5. T: Well, did you think about the things like “this text might be about...?”, “if
the title is nightmares then the text should be about....”, did you think about
these things?
6. S: Well, yes, for example, like the title itself says, how we... how do we
dream... or what dreams do we have while sleeping? ... what should we do
before sleeping... should we believe what we dream or is it wrong to believe
in them? I thought about such kind of things.
7. T: Okay. What did you think when you finished the first paragraph? Did you
say, for example, “A yes, I thought the same thing” or “the text talked about
very different things”?
8. S: … a yes, people… people dream very differently, we have different
dreams... it is very normal to be affected by these dreams, but, when we
were children, ... when we were children or when we are adults, we dream,
sometimes it is wrong to believe in them... the text talked about these things.
I think it is very normal.
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9. T: Okay, what about after this part? Did you think about the things the
following paragraphs might talked about? Did you say to your self, for
instance, after this paragraph, the followings might tell these kinds of
things...
10. S: Well, I thought about the main idea of the first paragraph, what the
paragraph told about dreams, then... the text says that we should not believe
in dreams or nightmares, I think the rest will support this idea.
11. T: Okay let see... what did the second paragraph tell us? “No one is sure
what causes nightmares but there are several theories”. After you read this
sentence, what did you think of? Or when you read the first paragraph of the
sentences, what you usually do?
12. S: ... well... there are some simple theories about these dreams... at that point
I thought... sometimes dreams are about what we have lived on that day, my
be the paragraph will talk about these things.
13. T: What did you think after the paragraph?
14. S: The paragraph says the same thing, I mean, what we have done during the
day, before we sleep, ... dreams are like the results of these things, dreams
are related to what we have done...
15. T: Well, did you say after you finish the paragraph... “yeah! I thought the
same thing”?
16. S: Yes,  … these are all related to each other.
17. T: You are right.  Okay let’s have a look at the next box then. “if people
want to get id of nightmares, they can follow certain techniques”.
18. S: If people want to get ... get rid of nightmares, several...
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19. T: techniques?
20. S: Yes, several techniques, I think the paragraph will talk about these
techniques... For example… a hot shower relax people, or soft music, I mean
I do such kind of things before sleeping.
21. T: Did you say that “the paragraph also…
22. S: Yeah!, it says these things and also some extra techniques, yes, the same
things, the paragraph also says the same things.
23. T: Okay, let’s have a look at the next box. “Most of the time nightmares are
not a big problem”.
24. S: Right! Most of the time nightmares are not a big problem.
25. T: Why? Did you ask yourself “why”?
26. S: Yes, I said “I think it will give some information about this issue”
27. T: Did the paragraph give some information?
28. S: yes, it also gives some examples, the paragraph says “for example”. For
example, me, I sometimes wake up in the middle of the dream, ... especially
of the nightmares,
29. T: Okay, let’s look at the beginning sentence of the last paragraph. There is a
red box there.
30. S: dreams, … when we have the same nightmares... when people are
affected by the nightmares, they go to a doctor or a clinic. The paragraph
gives some advice about these things.
31. T: it is getting serious,
32. S: I think this paragraph will give some advice. This is the beginning of the
last paragraph... I mean, it describes... I mean it supports the idea in the
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paragraph, it talks about some advice we can do when we have the same
nightmares.
33. T: Okay, you read the text, and the text finished here with the last box.
When you finish reading, do you visualize the order of the things in the text
in your mind? What so you do when you finish reading?
34. S: Yes, first it talked about nightmares, then... the reasons, people should not
believe in nightmares, and then if there is a serious thing about nightmares, I
mean if you have a lot of nightmares when you sleep, ... the text talked about
some advice.
35. T: Sometimes the text type, like articles, stories, is very clear. When you
notice the text type, does it help you?
36. S: Yes, for example when I first read the title, some ideas appeared in my
mind, for example what kind of things the text might tell, I thought about
WKHVHWKLQJVÕWKRXJKWDERXWP\H[SHULHQFHVZKHQWKHWH[WLVLQ(QJOLVK
these things helped me a lot.
37. T: Okay. This is the end of the text. Thank you very much for participating
my study. Would you like to add something? Okay. Thank you.
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Appendix N
'HQH\6RQUDVÕ.DUúÕOÕNOÕ*|UúPHgUQH÷L
1. T(YHWùLPGLVHQEXGHUVOHUGHQKDQJLVWUDWHMLOHULKDWÕUOÕ\RUVXQ"
2. S: Mapping, Sum Up, QRS…?
3. T: PQRS:
4. S: Evet, PQRST.
5. T: Peki bu aktivitelerde neler \DSWÕQÕ]normalde VÕQÕIWD\DSWÕNODUÕQÕ]GDQ
IDUNOÕolarak?
6. S: +ÕPPkonuyu özetlemek olarak daha iyi DQODPDPÕ]Dneden oldu, mesela
D\UÕQWÕODUDgirmeden daha kolay DQODPDPÕ]ÕVD÷OÕ\RU
7. T3HNLEXQODUDUDVÕQGDIDYRULQYDUPÕ"(Q\DUDUOÕúXROGXGHGL÷LQ"
8. S: Mapping.
9. T: Mapping. Peki sen “mapping”i EDúNDyerlerde de uygulayabilir misin?
10. S: Yes.
11. T3HNLVHQFH³PDSSLQJ´HQLOJLQFLPL\RNVDHQ\DUDUOÕVÕPÕ"
12. S: En \DUDUOÕVÕ³mapping”di bence.
13. T: ….
14. S: 3-2-1 bence.
15. T: Peki bunlardan hangilerini sen ilerde NXOODQÕUÕPben DUWÕNkendi EDúÕPD
da yapabiliyorum diyorsun?
16. S: “mapping”, “sum up”. … bir de PQRST. Önce bir göz gezdiriyorsun,
önemli yerlerini falan buluyorsun, sonra da ana fikri ortaya oÕNDUÕ\RUVXQ
yani bunlar.
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17. T: Peki, tamam. Bunlar, hani okumadan önce ve okumadan sonra diye
D\UÕOÕ\RUGenelde “mapping” okuduktan sonra, peki okumadan önce
\DSWÕNODUÕPÕ]GDQKDWÕUODGÕNODUÕQvar PÕ"Parçaya geçmeden önce?
18. S2NXPDGDQ|QFH"|QFHEDúOÕ÷DEDNÕSRWH[WKDNNÕQGD\RUXP
\DSÕ\RUGXNLúWHQHOHURODELOLU\DGDKDQJLNHOLPHOHURODELOLUGL\H
NHOLPHOHULQLGúQ\RUGXN2QODUÕ\D]Õ\RUGXNsonra ú|\OHbir gözden
geçiriyorduk,
19. T: “previewing” diyoruz biz o ilk V|\OHGL÷LQstratejiye.
20. S: yani bunlar okumadan önce \DSWÕNODUÕPÕ]gözden geçiriyorduk sonra, bir
kere daha RNXGX÷XPX]GDönemli yerlerini, odak QRNWDODUÕQÕDQODPÕú
oluyorduk, bunlar yani okumadan \DSWÕNODUÕPÕ]
21. T3HNLRNXUNHQ"2NXPDHVQDVÕQGD"
22. S2NXUNHQ«QH\DSÕ\RUGXN"2NXUNHQGDKDoRNLúWHKDQLEL]LPDOWODUÕQÕ
oL]GL÷LPL]NHOLPHOHU\DNRQWURODPDoOÕROX\RUGX
23. T.RQWURODPDoOÕDFDEDGR÷UXWDKPLQHWPLúPL\LP"+DQLNHOLPHOHU
|QFHGHQoÕNDUGÕ÷ÕPÕ]NHOLPHOHUDFDEDRQODUSDUoDGDYDUPÕJLEL"
24. S: Evet.
25. T'DKDoRNQDVÕOGL\HOLPJ|]OHPJLELELUúH\
26. S: Evet.
27. T: Peki, tamam. Peki bittikten sonra da…
28. S%LWWLNWHQVRQUDLúWH\LQHELUNRQWUROROX\RUGXVRQUD|]HWOH\HQD\UÕQWÕODUD
JLUPHGHQ³PDSSLQJ´IDODQJLELúH\OHU\DSÕ\RUGXNRGD\DQLoRNGDKDL\L
DQODPDPÕ]ÕVD÷OÕ\RUGX
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29. T$QODGÕPSHNL]RUWH[WOHUROGXPXEXQODUÕQDUDVÕQGD"=RUGXDPDEHQ
úXQODUÕ\DSDUDNGDKDNROD\\DSWÕPDQODGÕPGHGL÷LQ"
30. S(YHWELUWDQHVL«NRQX\XKDWÕUODPÕ\RUXPNRQX\XELUOHúWLUPHPL]
LVWHQPLúWLD\UÕD\UÕYHULOPLúWL«
31. TøON\DSWÕ÷ÕQÕ]"
32. S(YHWSDUoDODUD\UÕD\UÕ\GÕoRNDOÕúÕNROGX÷XPX]ELUúH\GH÷LOGLD\UÕ
D\UÕ\GÕRQODUÕGDELUOHúWLUPHPL]ELUúHNLOGHGDKDNROD\ROGXDQODúÕOPDVÕ
daha kolay oldu.
33. T$QODGÕP3HNLNHOLPH]HULQHVWUDWHML\DSWÕQÕ]PÕEXGHUVOHUDUDVÕQGD"
34. S.HOLPH]HULQH«\DQLLONSDUoD\ÕLONJ|UG÷P]GHIDODQNHOLPHOHULQ
RGDNQRNWDODUÕQÕ\DNDODPD\DoDOÕúÕ\RUGXNNHOLPHRODUDNoDOÕúÕ\RUGXN
35. T: Kelimeleri tahmin etme gibi, kelimeleri parça içerisinde bulmaya
oDOÕúPDQÕ]VL]H]DPDQDoÕVÕQGDQGD\DUGÕPFÕROGXPX"
36. S(YHW0HVHODSDUoD\ÕLNLGHIDRNXVDNGDELUúH\DQODPD]GÕPDPDR
NHOLPHOHUOHRGDNQRNWDODUÕQÕ\DNDOD\ÕSNHQGLPFHELUúH\OHUDQOD\DPD\D
oDOÕúPDNGDKDID\GDOÕROGX
37. T%|\OHFHNHOLPHOHULQGHDQODPÕoÕNÕ\RUKDQLED]HQNHOLPHQLQDQODPÕQÕ
ELOPHVHNGHSDUoDGDQoÕNDUÕ\RUX]
38. S(YHW|\OHGHROX\RUGXSDUoDQÕQLoLQGHIDODQFPOHQLQLoLQGHDQODPÕQÕ
oÕNDUPD\DoDOÕúÕ\RUGXN]DWHQoR÷X]DPDQGDGR÷UXoÕNÕ\RUGX
39. T3HNL]RUSDUDJUDIODUÕ]RUE|OPOHULE|\OHD\UÕQWÕOÕELUúHNLOGH]HULQGH
GXUXSLQFHOHGL÷LQL]DNWLYLWHOHUGHROGXPX"3DUoDODUÕQDD\ÕUGÕ÷ÕQÕ]\DGD
DQODPÕQÕoÕNDUPD\DoDOÕúWÕ÷ÕQÕ]"<DQLoRN]RUELUE|OP"
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40. S<D|\OHROPDGÕDPDPHVHODELUE|OPJHQHOGHNHOLPHNHOLPHGH÷LOGH
JHQHORODUDND\UÕQWÕ\DJLUPHGHQoDOÕúWÕN|\OHNHOLPHNHOLPHFPOHFPOH
DQODPD\DoDOÕúPDGÕN
41. T7DPDP3HNLEXDNWLYLWHOHUGHQVRQUDNLWDSWDNLVRUXODUQDVÕOJHOGLVDQD"
42. SdRNNROD\JHOGL\DQL]DWHQVRUXODUGDoRND\UÕQWÕ\DJLUPHGL÷LLoLQDUWÕN
PHWQHG|QSEDNPDGDQGDKDUDKDW\DSWÕN
43. T7DPDPELWWLDUWÕNEXH÷LWLPLQVUHVLEXDNWLYLWHOHULoLQVRQKDIWDGD\Õ]
EXKDIWDGD]DWHQVRQDNWLYLWH\L\DSDFDNVÕQÕ]SHNLEXQGDQVRQUDGHYDP
HWVH\GLEHQELUD]GDKDúXDNWLYLWHOHUGHQ\DSPDNLVWHUGLPGHGL÷LQDNWLYLWHOHU
YDUPÕ"
44. S<DQLGHGL÷LPJLEL³PDSSLQJ´PHVHOD\DQLLOHUGHGHúXDQGDGDWDEL
NHQGLP\DSPD\ÕGHQH\HFH÷LPRQODUÕGHYDPHGHFH÷LP$PDRQXQGHYDP
etmesini isterdim.
45. T3HNLVHQFHNÕVDPÕ\GÕX]XQPX\GX\HWHUOLPL\GLEXKDIWDOÕNVUH"
46. S<DQL\HWHUOL\GLKHUKDIWDIDUNOÕIDUNOÕúH\OHUJ|UGNRQODUDUDVÕQGD
NHQGLPL]LoLQRODQODUÕEL]LPLoLQID\GDOÕRODQODUÕQÕNHQGLPL]J|UGN
denedik, yani bence yeterliydi.
47. T3HNLVRUXVRUPDGDKD|QFHoRN\DSPDGÕ÷ÕQÕ]ELUúH\OHUVRUXODUoÕNDUPD
\DGDPHWQH\|QHOLNRNXPDGDQ|QFHPHWQHVRUX\|QHOWPHJLELúH\OHUGH
]RUODQGÕQÕ]PÕ"
48. S: Evet.
49. T0HVHODED]ÕUHIOHFWLRQODUGDEDNWÕP³PHWQHVRUXVRUPDGD]RUODQGÕP´JLEL
úH\OHUYDUGÕSHNLRQXQODLOJLOLKHUKDQJLELUJHOLúPHROGXPX"
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50. S2OGXPHVHOD|QFHGHQSDUDJUDIODUGD\DGDNHOLPH\DNDOÕ\RUGXNRGDN
QRNWDVÕRODUDNRQODUODLOJLOLPHVHODSDUDJUDIDVRUXVRUX\RUGXNGDKDNROD\
ROX\RUGXJHQHOGHRQODUÕQKHSVLPHWQLDQODPD\D\|QHOLNGH÷LOGHD\UÕQWÕODUD
JLWPHGHQRQODUÕDQODPD\D\|QHOLNWLWDELVRQUDEXODUGDKDNROD\ROGX
51. T3HNLVHQLQKDIWD|QFHYHKDIWDVRQUDHQE\NGH÷LúLNOL÷LPúXQGDROGX
GHGL÷LQELUúH\YDUPÕ"
52. S(YHWPHVHODEDúOÕNODUÕ\HUOHúWLUPH\HoDOÕúÕUNHQJHQHOGHNHOLPHOHUL
\DNDODPD\DoDOÕúÕ\RUXPELUELUOHUL\OHED÷ODQWÕVÕRODFDNNHOLPHOHUL
\DNDODPD\DoDOÕúWÕP\DQLSDUDJUDIÕWDPDPHQDQODPDNGH÷LOGHRUDGDNL
ELUNDoNHOLPHGHQ\DNDODPD\DoDOÕúÕ\RUXP
53. T$UWÕNNHOLPHOHUHWDNÕOPÕ\RUVXQ
54. S:?
55. T<DQLWHNWHNGH÷LOGHDUWÕNVDGHFH|QHPOLRODQ\HUOHULQHWDNÕOÕ\RUVXQ
56. S: Evet.
57. T6HQFHJHOLúPHJ|VWHUGLQPLKDIWDGD"
58. S: Evet, kesinlikle.
59. T: Peki, reading ROPXúgaliba quizde, ama ilk haftalarda ROPXúbu blok’un,
60. S: Ha evet
61. T: Orda herhangi bir úHNLOGHgerçi erkendi ama, oldu mu orada bir
GH÷LúLNOLN"
62. S: Hepsi GH÷LOGHyani, daha bilinçli oldum diyebilirim.
63. T: Oradaki EDúDUÕQQDVÕOGÕ"Quiz’deki?
64. S: ø\L\GLDOPÕúWÕPRquizden.
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65. T<DoRNJ]HOJHoPLúR]DPDQ3HNLEHQEXNDGDUVRUXVRUDFDNWÕP%DúND
YDUPÕVHQLQDNOÕQDJHOHQ"
66. S: her úH\GHQönce size WHúHNNUederim.
67. T: A bir soru daha DNOÕPDgeldi, DUWÕNotomatik oldu, hocam olmasa da
otomatik olarak ben \DSÕ\RUXPGHGL÷LQbir strateji var PÕiçlerinde?
68. S: Daha önce de V|\OHGL÷LPgibi “mapping”, “sum up”, EDúOÕ÷Dbakarak
yorum yapmak, hangi kelimeler olabilir falan, o texte EDúODPDGDQsanki o
konu KDNNÕQGDbir úH\OHUbiliyor PXúVXQgibi bir güven veriyor DUWÕN
69. T: Güven veriyor sana…
70. S<DEXQODUÕLQúDOODKLOHUGHGH\DSDFD÷ÕP
71. TøQúDOODKKDGLEDNDOÕP7HúHNNUHGL\RUXPNDWÕOGÕ÷ÕQLoLQ
72. S: 6D÷ROXQ
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Appendix O
Translation of Sample of transcriptions (Post Treatment Interview)
1. T: Okay, What strategies can you remember from the lessons?
2. S: Mapping, Sum Up, QRS…?
3. T: PQRST
4. S: Yeah, PQRST.
5. T: Ok. What did you do with those activities different from your regular
classes?
6. S: +ÕPPVXPPDUL]LQJZLWKRXURZQZRUGVKHOSHGXVWRXQGHUVWDQGWKH
texts better, for example, it help us identify the main idea without spending
time on details.
7. T: Do you have any favorites among these activities? Anything that you
found useful?
8. S: Mapping.
9. T: Mapping. Okay. Do think you can use “mapping” in different contexts?
10. S: Yes.
11. T: Okay. Do you think “mapping” is interesting or useful?
12. S: I think it is the most useful one.
13. T: ….
14. S: also 3-2-1. 3-2-1
15. T: Okay. Which of these do you think you can use in the future, or you can
use on your own?
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16. S: “mapping,” “summing up,” … and PQRST. First you skim the text, and
then identify the main points, and then you find the idea in the text. I mean
these I can use.
17. T: Okay. Strategies can be defined as “before reading” or “after reading”
strategies. Generally we use “mapping” as an after reading strategy. What
about strategies we can use before reading? Do you remember any strategies
that we can use before reading? Before we read the text?
18. S: Before reading? … first we looked at the title and made predictions about
the text, I mean, what might be the topic or what kind of words might be in
it? Then we wrote down these things, and then we skim the text.
19. T: The first thing you mentioned is called “previewing”.
20. S: I mean these were the strategies that we did before reading… previewing,
skimming, identifying the important parts, the main idea before reading in
detail were strategies we used before reading.
21. T: What about while reading strategies?
22. S: While reading? … what did we do? Generally we underlined important
parts, I mean checking them while reading.
23. T: Checking? … checking whether your predictions were right or wrong? I
mean, the vocabulary, the vocabulary you predicted before you read the
text?
24. S: Yeah.
25. T: It is like, let’s say, monitoring your predictions.
26. S: Yes.
27. T: Okay, what about after reading? …
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28. S: After reading we again check what we understood, then, summarizing
without concentrating on details, for example we did activities like
“mapping“ , I mean these activities helped us understand the texts better.
29. T: I see. Did you read any difficult texts among the texts in your book? Can
you say that “yes, we had, but I read using some specific strategies?
30. S: Yes, there was one... I cannot remember the topic, we were supposed to
make up a story ordering the events…
31. T: Do you mean the first activity?
32. S: Yes, the events were on separate sheets, it was an extra ordinary activity
for us, but we did the task with some strategies and then it wasn’t difficult
any more.
33. T: I see. Did you practice any strategies about vocabulary?
34. S: About vocabulary?… I mean when we first looked at the text, we tried to
recognize important words, first we try to recognize words in a
text.
35. T: Predicting vocabulary, recognizing important words, did these strategies
help you in terms of time?
36. S: Yes. For instance, in the past I couldn’t understand a text even though I
read it twice, but learning to recognize important words and guess their
meaning helped us understand a text better.
37. T: Yes, you can guess their meanings. Sometimes we guess meaning of a
words using the clues in the text although we don’t know the word.
38. S: Yes, you are right, we generally tried to guess meaning using the clues in
text or sentences and we mostly guessed correctly.
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39. T: Okay, did you use any strategies about the details in difficult texts?
40. S: No, but we generally worked on main parts not word by word, or
sentences but the text as a whole without spending time on details.
41. T: Okay. What about the tasks in your books? Do you have any problems
doing them after these activities?
42. S: No, the tasks in the books are easier to do now. Because these tasks are
not about the details in texts, I do them even without looking back to the
texts
43. T: That was the last week for this instruction and we are in the last week.
You are going to do the last activity. If it weren’t the last week, would you
like to practice more on some of the strategies?
44. S: I mean, as I said before, “mapping”, for example I will use it on my own,
and the other strategies, but I would like to practice “mapping” more.
45. T: What do think of the length of the study? Do you think it was short, or
long, or long enough to practice strategies for four weeks?
46. S: I think it was enough. We have studied various strategies in class. We
decided on the strategies for the tasks, for our purpose, I mean we chose the
strategies that are useful for us to do the tasks. We tried them and then saw
what worked. I mean it was enough. We were introduced different strategies
in each week and
47. T: Okay. What about „questioning the text before reading the text was a new
strategy for you. Did you have trouble using it?
48. S: Yes.
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49. T: For instance, on your feedback sheets I saw some reflections saying that
“I still have problems with “questioning the text”. What about this strategy?
Did you improve this strategy during the activities?
50. S: Yes, for example, at first we recognize 2 or 3 words in a text as key words
and then questioned the text based on these words, we asked questions about
the text and then we got the general idea easily, the questions were generally
related to the main idea not the details, then it was not difficult to ask
questions to the text.
51. T: Okay. What is the biggest difference in your reading before and after the
four weeks of instruction? Can you say that there is a difference?
52. S: Yes, for example I try to recognize words for matching activities,
especially words that could be related to each other or related to the idea in
the paragraph. I mean not trying to understand the paragraph in details but
the main idea in it with the help of these words.
53. T: So you do not get stuck with the words?
54. S: ?
55. T: I mean, not concentrating on individual words but on the general idea.
56. S: Yes.
57. T: Do you think you have improved your reading in four weeks?
58. S: Yes, sure.
59. T: Okay, by the way I think there was a reading section in the last quiz.
60. S: Yes.
61. T: It was very early, but did you feel any difference in your reading style?
62. S: Not about all strategies, but I can say that I have become more conscious.
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63. T: What about your grade?
64. S: It was fine, I got 44 from that quiz.
65. T: It was fine then. Okay. These were my questions. Do you have any
questions?
66. S: First of all I would like to thank you.
67. T: I have one more question, are there any strategies that you can use
without teacher’s help?
68. S: As I said before, “mapping”, “summing up”, making predictions looking
at the title, making predictions about the words in it, these help me feel
comfortable as if I knew something about that topic before I read the text.
69. T: You feel comfortable? …
70. S: Yes, I hope I will use these strategies in the future..
71. T: I hope so too, thank you very much for participating in my study.
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Appendix P
Consent Form – I (Control Group)
Dear Students,
My name is Semra 6DGÕNDQG,DPDJUDGXDWHVWXGHQWDWWKH0$7()/
Program at Bilkent University. I am conducting a study to investigate the possible
effects of strategy training on reading performance. If you agree to participate in this
study, you will be given the Reading Strategy Questionnaire and the questionnaire is
designed for the purpose of collecting information about your reading strategy use.
Your responses to the items in the questionnaire will not have any positive
or negative effect on your course grade. All data collected through your responses
will remain anonymous. Your identity or class number will not be revealed in any
report derived from this data. Please inform your teacher if you want to leave the
study. In order to be able to collect reliable data, it is important that all the items are
answered in the questionnaire. Please read the items in the questionnaire carefully
and be honest in your responses. Your responses will greatly contribute to my study.
If you have any questions about the study and the results, you can contact
me at semras@bilkent.edu.tr. Thank you for your participation.
SEMRA SADIK
MA TEFL Program
Bilkent University, ANKARA
I have read and understood the above and agree to participate in this study.
Name:
Signature:
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Appendix R
Onay Formu – I (Kontrol Grubu)
6HYJLOLg÷UHQFLOHU
$GÕP6HPUD6DGÕNYH%LONHQWhQLYHUVLWHVL0$7()/3URJUDPÕQGD\NVHN
OLVDQV|÷UHQFLVL\LP6WUDWHML(÷LWLPLQLQ2NXPD%HFHULOHUL]HULQGHNLPXKWHPHO
HWNLOHULQLDUDúWÕUDQELUoDOÕúPD\UWPHNWH\LP(÷HUoDOÕúPDPGD\HUDOÕUVDQÕ]LOJLOL
RNXWPDQDUNDGDúÕPVL]OHUHELUDQNHWYHUHFHNWLU$QNHWVL]LQNXOODQGÕ÷ÕQÕ]RNXPD
VWUDWHMLOHULKDNNÕQGDELOJLWRSODPDNDPDFÕ\ODG]HQOHQPLúWLU
6WUDWHMLH÷LWLPLQLQLOHLOJLOLVL]OHUHGD÷ÕWÕODFDNRODQDQNHWWHNLVRUXODUD
YHUHFH÷LQL]FHYDSODUGHUVQRWODUÕQÕ]DROXPOX\DGDROXPVX]HWNLHWPH\HFHNWLU
6L]OHULQYHUGL÷LFHYDSODUGDQHOGHHGLOHQYHULOHUNHVLQOLNOHJL]OLWXWXODFDNWÕU$GÕQÕ]
\DGDVÕQÕIúXEHQL]EXYHULOHUGHQHOGHHGLOHFHNVRQXoODUGDDoÕNoDEHOLUWLOPH\HFHNWLU
(÷HUoDOÕúPDGDQD\UÕOPDNLVWHUVHQL]OWIHQLOJLOLRNXWPDQDUNDGDúÕPÕELOJLOHQGLULQL]
Güvenilir veri toplayabilmek için size verilecek olan anketin tüm
E|OPOHULQLFHYDSODQGÕUPDQÕ]oRN|QHPOLGLU/WIHQDQNHWWH\HUDODQEWQVRUXODUÕ
GLNNDWOLFHRNX\XQX]YHFHYDSODUÕQÕ]GDGUVWROXQX]6L]LQYHUHFH÷LQL]FHYDSODU
DUDúWÕUPDPDE\N|OoGH\DUDUVD÷OD\DFDNWÕU(÷HUoDOÕúPDLOHLOJLOLKHUKDQJLELU
sorunuz olursa semras@bilkent.edu.tr adresinden benimle irtibata geçebilirsiniz.
.DWÕOÕPÕQÕ]LoLQúLPGLGHQWHúHNNUHGHULP
SEMRA SADIK
0$7()/3URJUDPÕ
Bilkent Üniversitesi
ANKARA
<XNDUÕGD\D]ÕODQELOJLOHULRNXGXPYHDQODGÕPYHEXoDOÕúPDGD\HUDOPD\ÕNDEXO
ediyorum.
øVLP
øP]D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Appendix S
Consent Form – II (Experimental Group)
Dear Students,
0\QDPHLV6HPUD6DGÕNand I am a graduate student at the MA TEFL
Program at Bilkent University. I am conducting a study to investigate the possible
effects of strategy training on reading performance. If you agree to participate in this
study, your class teacher will instruct  reading stragies in class, and you will be
given the Reading Strategy Questionnaire. The questionnaire is designed for the
purpose of collecting information about your reading strategy use.
I will also do interviews with some of you as part of my study if you agree to
participate it. These interviews will be about general strategy use in reading course.
You are not graded according to your responses because there are no correct
answers for the questions.
Your responses to the items in my study will not have any positive or
negative effect on your course grade. All data collected through your responses will
remain anonymous. Your identity or class number will not be revealed in any report
derived from this data.
Please read the items in the questionnaire carefully and be honest in your
responses.. Your responses will greatly contribute to my study. If you do not want to
participate in the study, please inform your class teacher. If you have any questions
about the study and the results, you can contact me at semras@bilkent.edu.tr. Thank
you for your participation.
SEMRA SADIK
MA TEFL Program
Bilkent University
ANKARA
I have read and understood the above and agree to participate in this study.
Name:
Signature:
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Appendix T
Onay Formu – II (Deney Grubu)
6HYJLOLg÷UHQFLOHU
$GÕP6HPUD6DGÕNYH%LONHQWhQLYHUVLWHVL0$7()/3URJUDPÕQGD\NVHN
OLVDQV|÷UHQFLVL\LP6WUDWHML(÷LWLPLQLQ2NXPD%HFHULOHUL]HULQGHNLPXKWHPHO
HWNLOHULQLDUDúWÕUDQELUoDOÕúPD\UWPHNWH\LP(÷HUoDOÕúPDPGD\HUDOÕUVDQÕ]LOJLOL
RNXWPDQDUNDGDúÕPVL]OHUHED]ÕRNXPDVWUDWHMLOHUL|÷UHWHFHNYHEXQODUODLOJLOLGH
DQNHWYHUHFHNWLU$QNHWVL]LQNXOODQGÕ÷ÕQÕ]RNXPDVWUDWHMLOHULKDNNÕQGDELOJL
WRSODPDNDPDFÕ\ODG]HQOHQPLúWLU
dDOÕúPDPÕQELUE|OPGHVL]OHUOH\DSDFD÷ÕPNDUúÕOÕNOÕJ|UúPHOHUGLU(÷HU
oDOÕúPDPGD\HUDOÕUVDQÕ]EXJ|UúPHOHUGHVL]OHUHJHQHORODUDN³RNXPDEHFHULVL´
GHUVOHULQGHKDQJLVWUDWHMLOHULNXOODQGÕ÷ÕQÕ]ODLOJLOLVRUXODU\|QHOWHFH÷LP6RUXODUD
YHUHFH÷LQL]FHYDSODUDJ|UHNHVLQOLNOHL\L\DGDN|W|÷UHQFLRODUDN
GH÷HUOHQGLULOPH\HFHNVLQL]dQNVRUXODUÕQGR÷UX\DGD\DQOÕúFHYDEÕ\RNWXU
9HUHFH÷LQL]FHYDSODUGHUVQRWODUÕQÕ]DROXPOX\DGDROXPVX]HWNL
HWPH\HFHNWLU6L]OHULQYHUGL÷LFHYDSODUGDQHOGHHGLOHQYHULOHUNHVLQOLNOHJL]OL
WXWXODFDNWÕU$GÕQÕ]\DGDVÕQÕIúXEHQL]EXYHULOHUGHQHOGHHGLOHFHNVRQXoODUGD
DoÕNoDEHOLUWLOPH\HFHNWLU
/WIHQVL]H\|QHOWLOHFHNRODQVRUXODUÕGLNNDWOLRNX\XQX]YHFHYDSODUÕQÕ]GD
GUVWROXQX]6L]LQYHUHFH÷LQL]FHYDSODUDUDúWÕUPDPDE\N|OoGH\DUDU
VD÷OD\DFDNWÕUdDOÕúPD\DNDWÕOPDNLVWHPHGL÷LQL]WDNGLUGHOWIHQVÕQÕI|÷UHWPHQLQL]L
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